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PREVACE BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 


Tars volume contains the Edinburgh translation of Dr. Meyer’s Com- 
mentary on Mark and Luke, and supplementary matter by the American 
editor, consisting of brief critical remarks and more extended exegetical 
notes. 

The Edinburgh translation was made ‘‘from the fifth edition of 
the original,’’ and not from the ‘‘ sixth edition,’’ 
the work of Dr. Meyer. It is necessary to call attention to the fact 
that the English editor, Prof. Dickson, in his prefatory note to this 
part of the Commentary (p. ix.), expresses his views in regard to the 
last-named ‘‘ edition.’? With these views the present writer fully agrees. 
The edition of Prof. Weiss, however valuable its contents, is not 
‘‘Meyer’s Commentary.’’ Indeed, the matter in that edition is so 
arranged that a careful comparison with Meyer is necessary in order to 
know when Weiss speaks for himself, and not for his author. 

Yet it seemed desirable that the reader should have the benefit of the 
contributions of Prof. Weiss. In the German edition (Weiss’s edition 
of Meyer) these are substituted for Meyer’s views ; in the English edition 
they are ignored; in this volume they are added to the work of the orig- 
inal author. It was, indeed, impossible to insert all the comments of 
the accomplished German editor, but his opinions on most of the im- 
portant points have been incorporated in the ‘‘ supplementary notes ”’ 


which is only in part 


which follow Meyer’s comments in each chapter. Special attention has 
naturally been paid to the views of Prof. Weiss on the ‘‘ sources ’’ of 
the separate sections of the two Gospels, as illustrating his theory of the 
origin of the three Synoptical narratives. While Meyer’s view of the 
relation of these Gospels is given most fully in his Commentary on Mat- 
thew, his acceptance of the originality of Mark (see Introduction, p. 8 seq.) 
would, in consistency, have required him to treat that Gospel first. Re- 
taining the traditional order in his comments, he nevertheless finds it 
necessary to refer to the priority of Mark at the beginning of nearly 
every paragraph in this volume. This compels Weiss, almost as fre- 
quently, to dissent from him. For these two great exegetes, while they 
ostensibly adopt the same method of investigation, and while they actu- 
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ally agree in many points respecting the solution of the Synoptic prob- 
lem, in very many cases reach opposite conclusions in regard to the 
origin of separate portions of the narrative. In other words, when these 
giants in exegesis leave the solid facts belonging to their own depart- 
ment, and venture into ‘‘ higher criticism,’’ they simply conjecture, as 
all must do in a region where there are too few data to warrant a scien- 
tific conclusion. Hence the judgment of the one usually offsets the 
judgment of the other; the earlier ‘‘ Apostolic source,’’ which Weiss 
has invented, seems to disprove the existence of the Logia-collection, 
to which Meyer constantly refers. Both are far too ready to admit ‘‘ma- 
nipulation ’’ and <‘ later tradition,’’ especially in the Gospel of Luke. It 
is but fair that the reader should have this divergence of views constantly 
presented to his attention. Certainly the appending of the dissenting 
opinions of Weiss is far more justifiable than the conduct of the German 
editor, who in so many cases strikes out Meyer’s opinions and substitutes 
his own. 

This difference between Weiss and Meyer serves to show that the in- 
terdependence of the Synoptic Gospels cannot be proved. The reader 
is referred to the preface of Prof. Crooks in the volume containing Mat- 
thew, for a fuller discussion of the general subject. A lengthened 
treatise on the Synoptic problem would be out of place here, but in edit- 
ing this volume I found the question meeting me at every turn. Believ- 
ing that the Synoptists wrote independently of each other, and that every 
theory which denies this not only tends to discredit their accuracy, 
but is contrary to the phenomena presented by the Gospels themselves, 
I felt warranted in frequently expressing my dissent from both Meyer 
and Weiss, and in calling attention to the peculiarities of the Greek text, 
which seem to controvert their opinions. The recovery, as it may be 
called, of the correct text has shown us greater verbal variations in the 
parallel accounts. The Gospels of Mark and Luke (especially the for- 
mer) have suffered greatly from the ‘‘ conforming ’’ tendencies of the 
transcribers. Hence the importance of showing the bearing of the orig- 
inal differences upon the solution of the Synoptic problem. My duty 
as editor did not allow me to do this in detail, but reference is frequently 
made to the class of facts named above. No judgment adverse to that 
of Meyer, I may add, has been expressed, which is not based upon a 
minute and repeated comparison of the passages in question, as they 
appear in the best-attested text. Any emphasis of dissent is due to the 
conviction that the ‘‘ sources’’ of a truly ‘‘ historical ’’ criticism of the 
Gospels must be found in the canonical Gospels themselves. 

As the comments upon the matter common to Matthew and one or 
both of the other Synoptists are found in the Commentary on Matthew, 
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this volume is not only fragmentary to a certain extent, but it comprises 
a proportionally smaller amount of that purely exegetical work in which 
‘Meyer stood pre-eminent. This has made my task as editor less pleas- 
ant to me, and compelled me to appear less appreciative of Meyer’s great 
excellences than the editors of some of the volumes which preceded. 
But I heartily indorse all that has been written in regard to the characacter 
of the great exegete, his love of truth, his excellent method, and the very 
wide and advantageous results of his influence in the department of Exe- 
getical Theology. For the privilege I have bad of using Meyer’s Com- 
mentaries ever since 1 became a student in theology, I am deeply grate- 
ful. No volume of the German edition has been in my hands oftener 
than that containing Mark and Luke. But because Meyer is such a 
master in interpretation, his efforts in historical criticism suffer by com- 
parison. ‘To interpret what is written is a scientific task ; to discover 
why it was written requires qualifications of a different order. In the 
Commentary on John, where the author is not impeded by the self-im- 
posed trammels of ‘‘ historical criticism,’’ he shows how superior he isin 
doing his own proper work. In the portions peculiar to the third Gospel 
we find the same excellencies. His exegetical method is the correct 
one ; and that very method will in the end prove destructive to the con- 
jectures respecting the Gospels which, owing to obvious causes, have 
been somewhat discordantly mingled with his scientific interpretations. 
The citations from Weiss’s edition of Meyer are quite frequently of a 
purely exegetical character. No living scholar in Germany ranks higher 
in this department than Prof. Weiss, and in many cases he defends 
opinions which seem preferable to those of Meyer. His view that the 
genealogy in Luke is that of Mary shows his skill as a grammatical in- 
terpreter, while his labors in the field of Biblical Theology give to his 
discussion of other passages a weight that cannot but make itself felt. 
Owing to the peculiar state of the text in the Gospels of Mark and 
Luke (see above), it seemed neeessary to insert critical remarks on the 
various readings, in addition to those which Meyer prefixes to each 
chapter. A further reason for doing this was the fact that Meyer had 
not been able to use Tischendorf’s eighth edition. Moreover, while 
Meyer is remarkable for his keen judgment respecting internal grounds 
of probability in textual criticism, he wrote at a time when the weight of 
the two earliest authorities (¢ and B) had not yet been duly estimated. 
It is not strange, then, that Prof. Weiss has, in his German edition of 
Meyer, entirely rewritten the critical remarks, In the present volume 
nothing has been omitted from the critical portions, and, when the 
readings preferred by Meyer are generally accepted, nothing has been 
added, The additions have been made only when Meyer passes over 
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what is now accepted by the best critical editors, or when their judgment 
differs from his, or when he has omitted some weighty authority. The 
additional ‘‘ critical remarks’’ are several hundred in number, and might 
have been multiplied. They are based upon a careful collation of Mey- 
er’s views with the following critical editions: Tischendorf (VIII.), 
Tregelles, Westcott and Hort, with the judgment of Weiss (ed. Meyer) 
and with the readings accepted by the revisers in the Revised Version 
of 1881. No one familiar with work of this character will fail to per- 
ceive that these brief notes have required much labor. To avoid the 
inconvenience arising from constant repetition of the same names, the 
term ‘‘ recent editors’? has been adopted as a common denominator for 
Tregelles, Westcott and Hort, Weiss: for it was found that these gen- 
erally agreed in differing from Meyer, when there was any difference. 
It will be noticed that the Revised Version is usually in accord with 
these ‘‘ recent editors’’—a coincidence all the more instructive, since 
Weiss could not have been cognizant of the results reached by the re- 
visers. As these two Gospels present proportionally the greatest num- 
ber of variations, the data furnished by these additional notes point to 
a greater agreement among textual critics, and confirm the accuracy of 
the critical judgment of the revisers. 

These supplementary critical remarks are invariably enclosed in brack- 
ets. Some readings of Tischendorf VIII. were inserted in the Edin- 
burgh edition and also bracketed. As these have been rendered unneces- 
sary by the fuller additions in the present volume, they have been 
stricken out, and thus confusion has been avoided. While Meyer cites 
Tischendorf’s seventh edition, I have retained his abbreviation ‘* Tisch.,”’ 
to indicate the eighth edition, unless there is a difference between the 
two, or unless ‘‘ Tisch. VIII.’’ appears in the same connection. It is my 
hope that some students of this volume will find in these added notes 
convenient material for their own critical judgments, and be stimulated to 
devote more attention to textual criticism than is nosy common among 
us. The problem of the origin of the Synoptic Gospels cannot be fairly 
discussed until the questions of textual criticism are sufficiently settled 
to furnish proper material for the discussion. The two topics are so 
closely related, that the prominence given by Meyer in this volume to 
the former seemed to demand from ime a fuller statement of facts in the 
latter field. 

The translations of the Latin and Greek citations appended to the 
original in this volume may prove convenient to some readers. They 
have been made as literal as possible, too literal for my own taste ; but 
in many cases the citations present verbal allusions or such forms of 
speech as called for more or less of verbal correspondence in the Eng- 
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lish dress. Some obvious errors in the Edinburgh translation have been 
corrected. . 

No extensive additions have been made to the ‘‘ Exegetical Liter- 
ature.’’ A few titles have been added, mainly of accessible Eng- 
lish and American works. In choosing these, I have followed the ex- 
ample of the editors of previous volumes in this series. A full , bibliog- 
raphy was out of the question, and in any case belonged to another 
volume than this. 

Nor has it seemed necessary to cite or indicate the opinions of recent 
commentators, at least to any great extent. Meyer has given abundant 
references, and fuller lists would have overloaded the volume. An ex- 
ception has been made in the case of Godet, whose Commentary on Luke, 
despite his uncritical preference for the Textus Receptus, remains one 
of the most valuable on any of the Synoptic Gospels. In afew instances 
I have taken the liberty of introducing citations from the International 
Revision Commentary, to which I contributed the volumes on Mark and 
Luke. 

As in the other volumes of this edition, considerable matter of a par- 
enthetical character, or consisting of references, has been transferred to 
foot-notes, so that the body of the Commentary is rendered more con- 
venient for perusal. 

The Rev. G. F. Behringer, of Brooklyn, N. Y., has exercised a gen- 
eral supervision over the printing of this volume, as in the case of those 
which preceded it, and has also prepared the Index, a service which is 
gratefully acknowledged. 

M. B. RIDDLE. 


Hartrorp THrotocicaL Seminary, December 10, 1884. 


PREFATORY NOTE BY THE ENGLISH EDITOR. 


Tue translation of the Commentary on the Gospels of Mark and Luke 
has been made from the fifth edition of the original—the last form in 
which the work had the advantage of Dr, Meyer’s own corrections and 
additions. In the case of the Commentary on St. Matthew, the mate- 
rials for a sixth edition had been carefully prepared by Dr. Meyer be- 
fore his last illness ; and the work was issued by its editor, Dr. Ritschl, 
substantially as the author had left it. The present portion has likewise 
been given forth since the author’s death in what professes to be a ‘‘ sixth 
edition worked up anew”’ by Dr. Bernhard Weiss ; but it is so considerably 
changed in form and substance, that, whatever may be its value on its 
own account, it can no longer be regarded as the proper work of Meyer ; 
and I have had no hesitation in deeming it my duty to present to the 
English reader the last form of the book as it came from the great 
master of exegesis, rather than to reproduce the manipulation which it 
has undergone at the hands of its new editor. A few sentences will 
suffice to explain the state of the case, and I should hope sufficiently to 
justify the course which I have taken. 

In the preface to the first volume that was issued of this translation 
(Romans, vol. I.), when speaking of the marked advantage which Meyer’s 
work possessed in having undergone successive revisions at the hands of 
its author, as compared with the rival work of de Wette, the revision of 
which passed early into other hands, I took occasion to remark on the 
strange and, as it appeared to me, unwarrantable procedure of Dr. Over- 
beck in overlaying de Wette’s book on the Acts of the Apostles with a 
running commentary largely devoted to the combating of de Wette’s 
views. Dr. Weiss can hardly be charged with anything so unseemly as 
this ; but he contrasts unfavorably with Dr. Overbeck in another respect. 
The latter, even at the distance of twenty years after de Wette’s death, 
was careful to distinguish by brackets his own additions, though form- 
ing two-thirds of the whole, from the original author’s text; but a 
strangely different course has been adopted with the great work of 
Meyer. Within less than five years after his death the Commentary on 
Mark and Luke has been re-issued under his name ; but he is spoken of 
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throughout in the third person; his arrangement is discarded ; his 
critical verdicts are recast to a considerable extent on other principles ; 
his exegetical views are freely controverted ; the statements of the author 
are often superseded by those of the editor ; and, what is more, the 
character and complexion of the Commentary are materially altered 
by the superinducing on it of Dr. Weiss’s special theories regarding the 
structure of the Gospels and the relations of their parallel passages. In 
other words, the work is no longer such as Meyer left it ; it is to a con- 
siderable extent a new book by another author, and from a standpoint 
in various respects different. 

Now, it may be at once granted that—if such a course were allowable 
at allin the case of an author so recently removed from us as Meyer, 
and of such a masterpiece of exegesis as his Commentary—Dr. Weiss 
might well be chosen to carry it out, for his investigations as to the re- 
Jations of the Synoptic Gospels, as well as his contributions to Biblical 
Theology, have given him a foremost place among the critics and theo- 
logians of the day. In his preface he suggests some more or less 
plausible grounds for the course he has pursued, while indicating no 
small misgivings as to its legitimacy and its success. The plan has met 
with partial approval in Germany ; but its propriety, as it seems to us, 
may well be questioned, on account both of the respect due to so great 
aname, and of the desirableness of permitting a reader, who buys a 
book on the faith of the writer’s reputation and of the title-page, 
to have—-with whatever else—at any rate the entire work of the author 
in the form in which he left it. Weiss himself states with regard to 
the work of Meyer, that ‘‘it contains such treasures of erudite research, 
philological, archaeological, and biblico-theological ; so laboriously col- 
lected and carefully grouped a summary of all different views on every 
passage of importance, drawn from the whole domain of the history of 
exegesis ; and lastly, so exemplary a model of sober and strictly method- 
ical exegesis, that generation after generation may learn from it.’’ As 
the case stands with the re-issue of it, the reader has no security that he 
gets more of the views of Meyer, or their grounds, than the subjective 
judgment of Weiss may have deemed worthy of reproduction ; while 
he does get a good deal for which, it is safe to say, Meyer would 
not have held himself responsible. I shall only add, that the plan of 
entrusting the revision of the several portions of the work to different 
editors, whose methods of procedure and standards of judgment are 
necessarily various, breaks up the unity and, consistency of the Com- 
mentary as stamped throughout with the impress of its author ; and 
introduces a confusion, which cannot but materially interfere with the 
pertinence of the numerous references from one portion of the Commen- 
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tary to another (introduced by ‘‘ see on,’’ or ‘‘comp. on’’), that form 
a main element of its value. I have therefore had little difficulty in 
coming to the conclusion that, having undertaken to issue the Commen- 
tary of Dr. Meyer in an English form, I ought to give it in its final 
shape as it came from himself, and not as it has been since transformed 
by another hand. 

The translation, on which Dr. Wallis has expended a good deal of 
time and care, has been revised and carried through the press, in the 
case of the first volume, by myself, and, inthat of the second, by my 
colleague and friend Dr. Stewart, who tells me that he has, as he went 
along, inserted [in square brackets] the readings of Tischendorf’s editio 
octava major,’ which, as Dr. Meyer explains in his Preface (p. xv.), had 
not been carried beyond the earlier chapters of Mark’s Gospel at the 
time of his sending to the press the fifth edition of the Handbook. 


W. P. DICKSON. 


Guascow CouiucE, February, 1880. 


1 These have been rendered unnecessary by the fuller comparison with Tisch- 
endorf presented in this edition, and hence have been omitted. See p. vi.— 
Amer. Ep. 
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Tue investigations as to the origin and mutual relations of the first 
three Gospels have again been pursued of late years with much vigor. 
A series of still unsettled questions has stimulated their prosecution ; 
and the Christological discussions of the day, in which the authority of 
the evangelic records is of decisive importance, have imparted a peculiar 
and diversified interest of their own to the controversy, which has thus 
come to be of a more intensified and partisan character. That this 
critical ferment will last for some time longer, no one can doubt, who 
has given special attention to even the most prominent of the writings 
on the subject and compared their results with one another. And if, at 
the same time, we glance—as the two fields of inquiry, in fact, are not 
to be separated—from the Synoptic into the Johannine domain, in which 
very recently a valiant Swiss has raised the flaming sword, asif fora war 
of extermination, against the more popular’ than strictly theological 
work of a highly meritorious Saxon theologian whose laurels belong to 
another field of criticism [Tischendorf], we cannot but lament much im- 
petuosity and even bitterness, which are the more apt to come into play 
when the contest is a contest of principles. Conflict in and by itself, in- 
deed, over such critical problems as belong to the exciting questions of 
the present day in theology, is inevitable, and has its justification in the 
end at which it aims,—the separating the dross of error from the truth. 


1 Of apologetic writings for cultivated non-theologians our day has produced 
many, and several that are excellent. Such writings—because their problems 
of themselves belong primarily and preponderantly to the province of profes- 
sional theology—always occupy, in presence of the latter, a dubious position. 
For along with all the value of opportune and clever popularizing, there 
necessarily clings to them a certain incompleteness of proof and presentation, 
which may provoke the adversary at times to unfairness in his claims and in 
his criterion of judgment. It isindeed a material defect, when—as often—they 
deal with critical extravagances merely in the way of repelling, and leave un- 
touched, or with a dubious mincing word evade, the necessary concessions, 
which in various important points are not to be refused to a sound, judicious, 
and thorough criticism. In this way there is no attempt to meet a justifiable 
requirement, and no clearness even as regards insight into the status causae. 
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But the sharpness of passion should not imterpose to banish he chari- 
able belief that an opponent, even where he is chargeable with error, has 
been seeking the truth and striving to serve it. Inso speaking we cannot 
mean and desire that men should cry peace when there is no peace. But 
as we cannot avail aught against the truth, so we ought never to will 
anything that is not pure—free from selfish or even indecorous zeal—/for 
the truth.* 

Various as are the critical opinions of the present day on the question 
of the Synoptic Gospels, the view seems ever more evidently to be ap- 
proaching final triumph, that among the three Gospels (apart from the 
‘¢Logia-collection’’ of Matthew) Mark is the first. The unfair judg- 
ments,® that may still be heard about him, will gradually be put to 
silence; just like Angustine’s ‘‘pedissequus Matthaei,’’ Griesbach’s 
““copyist of Matthew and Luke’’ will disappear from the arena of ancient 
error. This view derives special confirmation from the critical contri- 
butions—some of them entering very thoroughly into the subject—that 
have appeared since the publication of the fourth edition of this Com- 
mentary, or, in other words, since 1860, when we survey their aggregate 
results. It will easily be seen that I have sought* to give due heed to 


1 The extravagance of criticism, which in various productions of the day far 
transcends the boldness of Baur, does not advance the matter, bursts all the 
ties even of historical possibility, turns things upside down, promotes the con- 
venient aversion—already, alas! so widely diffused—to criticism generally, as 
if it were an affair of unbelief, and works involuntarily into the hands of the 
Jews, who gladly accept the alleged negative results as if they were settled 
matters, as may be sufficiently seen from several writings of modern Jewish 
scholars. 

2 No one can pronounce a judgment of rejection over Mark more decidedly 
than has been done, with French frivolity, by Hichthal (les Evangiles, 1863, I. p. 
51 ff.). 

3’ Some minor works reached me too late for a consideration of their sugges- 
tions; e.g., Hilgenfeld, Markus zwischen Matth. und Luk., in his Zeitschr. 1866, 
p. 82 ff. ; Zahn, Papias von Hierapolis, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 649 ff. ; 
. Stawars, ib. d. Ordnung Abia, in the Theol. Quartalschr. 1866, p. 201 ff.; also 
Volkmar, Urspr. uns. Evangelien, Zurich 1866, but chiefly in reference to John. 
The Christologie des Neuen Testamentes of Beyschlag, Berlin 1866, I have, to my 
regret, only been able to take into consideration here and there supplemen- 
tarily, during the later progress of the printing. As Ino longer had any fitting 
opportunity to express in the Commentary my view as to Beyschlag’s develop- 
ment of the idea of the Son of man,—which he regards as the Ideal man, as the 
ideal of humanity,—I may here be allowed, on account of the Christological im- 
portance of the subject, frankly to state that the deductions of the author—how- 
ever attractive they are, and however considerable the names-of authority that 
may range themselves on the side of their result—have not been able to convince 
me, I cannot but think that the notion of the Ideal man, as well in Daniel as 
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them, as well as generally to the latest literature relative to the subject, 
in their bearing on my purpose. 

In reference to the critical remarks, I must call attention to the fact 
that only for the first four chapters of Mark could I take the readings of 
the text of Tischendorf from the new large edition (editio octava), which 
had only appeared up to that point ; and for the sequel I had to quote 
them from the second edition of the Synopsis Huangelica. For I might 
not fall back on the editio septima (1859), because after issuing it Tisch- 
endorf modified essentially his critical procedure, and reverted to the 
principles of Lachmann, constituting in accordance with these the text of 
the second edition of the Synopsis (1864), and, of course, diverging 
much from that of the editio septima. Iam not quite free from hesita- 
tion as to this change of principles, whereby, instead of simply steering 
for the ideal goal as such, we are again directed, as in the case of Lach- 
mann, only to an intermediate station, the actual reaching of which, 
especially if it is to be the text of the second century, must withal in 
numberless cases be uncertain. 

In conclusion, may I be allowed, simply for those at a distance inter- 
ested in my personal circumstances, to mention that since last autumn I 
have retired from my position asa member of the Royal Consistory here, 
“« Deus nobis haec otia fecit,’’—this I have (in another sense, indeed, 
than the Roman poet meant it) to acknowledge with humble thanks to 
the everlasting Love, which has in great long-suffering and grace. up- 
held me during many most laborious and, in part, momentous years, and 
has at length helped me to get over the difficult step of retiring from the 
vocation bound up with my very inmost life. Asnothing else than con- 
siderations of health, which I might not and could not withstand any 
longer, gave occasion to this change, and as for me especially it has been 


in the Gospels, is one brought to them and introduced, and not the one there 
given. I find that the only Synoptic passage which appears to favor this inter- 
pretation is Mark ii. 28, But evenhere it is, as I believe, only an appearance. 
For, firstly, the fundamental thought in this passage is not that of the ideal, but 
that of the representative of humanity, which isa different idea ; secondly, even 
this conception does not attach to 6 vide rod avOpdrov in itself, but to the whole 
conception of the Messiah, and would be the leading thought of the argument, 
even if quite another appellation of the Messiah were used. That Christ, 
although without prejudice to His personal pre-existence, was and is the Ideal 
of humanity, is accordant with Scripture ; but itis not contained in 6 vide Tov 
avOpérov, as, indeed, this expression in itself does not lexically contain the 
very slightest hint thereof.—We may add, thatit is much to be wished that the 
antagonism, which the work of Beyschlag will still abundantly encounter and 
must needs encounter, may be kept clear of the passionate yvehemence which it 
has already so largely experienced. 


Xvl THE AUTHOR’S PREFACE. 


deeply painful to separate from the circle of the dear colleagues highly 
and gratefully esteemed by me,—with all of whom, amidst manifold 
diversity of our gifts and powers, I was bound in unity of spirit to 
the service of the one Lord, and, I venture to hope, may still continue 
bound,—it is a fervent joy to my heart, that in the partial co-operation 
which still remains assigned to me, especially by my continuing to take 
part in the theological examinations, there is not yet wholly dissolved the 
official bond of fellowship, which has always been to me so high a bless- 
ing in my position here. 

Let the future, which is to be developed out of the blood-stained 
seed-sowing of the present not only for the fleeting existence of this 
world, but also for the eternal kingdom of the Lord, be committed to 
God, who turns the hearts of men as water-brooks, and will turn all 
things for the best to His people—the unknown and yet well known, the 
sorrowful and yet always rejoicing, the dying, and behold they live ! 


DR. MEYER. 
Hannover, 10th August, 1866. 
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THE GOSPEL OF MARK. 


INTRODUCTION. 
§1.—ON THE LIFE OF MARK. 


GA, HE evangelist Mark, a Jew by birth (Col. iv. 10 f.), is the same? 
who, in the Acts of the Apostles, is sometimes called John Mark 

g (xii. 12, 25, xv. 37), sometimes John only (xiii. 5, 13), sometimes 
only Mark (xv. 39; comp. Col. iv. 10; 2 Tim. iv. 11; Philem. 

24; 1 Pet. v.18). His original name, therefore, was John ;? 

and the name Mark, adopted probably on his passing into the service 
of the apostles, became the prevailing one in Christian intercourse. Mary 
is named to us as his mother, who, at the time of the execution of 
James the Elder, was an esteemed Christian dwelling at Jerusalem, and in 
friendly relations with Peter (Acts xii. 12). Jerusalem may therefore be 
regarded as the birthplace of Mark. According to 1 Pet. v. 13, he was 
converted by Peter (vide nov) ; he entered, however, into the service of Bar- 
nabas and Paul, when they commenced their missionary journeys (Acts xii. 
25), but subsequently became the occasion of a difference between them and 
of their separation from one another, when he accompanied Barnabas, 
whose cousin he was (see on Col. iv. 10), on his journey to Cyprus (Acts 
xv. 36 ff.). It is probable that a want of dauntless perseverance (Acts xiii. 
13, xy. 38) had withdrawn from him Paul’s favor, without, however, hin- 
dering their subsequent reunion. Of his further life and work nothing is 
known to us in detail from the N. T. beyond the fact that during Paul’s 
imprisonment at Caesarea—according to the usual view, at Rome (see on 
fiph., Introd. § 2)—he was with that apostle to his comfort (Col. iv. 10 f.; 
Philem. 24 ; comp. 2 Tim. iv. 11), and was at that time contemplating a 
journey to Asia Minor (Col. iv. 10). At 1 Pet. v. 138 we find him again 
with his spiritual father Peter in Babylon. His special relation to Peter is 


1 The supposition that there were two dif- 
Jerent Marks (Grotius, Calovius, and sey- 
eral others, including Schleiermacher in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 760) is absolutely 
without any sufficient foundation. It is 
nevertheless again taken up by Kienlen in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 423 ff., and in op- 
position to the tradition of the church fur- 
ther made use of for ascribing the Gospel 


1 


not to the Petrine, but to the Pauline Mark, 
whom Papias had already confounded 
with the former. 

2 Thence Hitzig (ab. Johannes Markus u. 
seine Schriften, Ziirich 1843) could hold him 
to be the author of the Apocalypse, which, 
however, is decidedly incorrect. See 
Liicke, Hind. in d. Offend. p. 781. 
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specified by the unanimous testimony of the ancient. church as having been 
that of interpreter (éounvebrnc ; Papias, in Hus. iii. 39 ; Iren. ili. 1, il. 10, 6 ; 
Tertull. contr. Marc. iv. 5 ; Eusebius, Jerome, ef a.) ; and there exists ab- 
solutely no valid reason for doubting the statement, if only the notion of 
épunveitnc, ‘ interpreter,” be taken not as meaning that Peter, being himself 
insufficiently versed in Greek, caused what he delivered in Aramaic to be re- 
produced in Greek by Mark (Kuinoel and many others), or that Peter made 
use of him as Latin interpreter (Bleck), but rather as denoting the service 
of a secretary, who had to write down the oral communications of his apostle, 
whether from dictation or in a more free exercise of his own activity, and 
thus became his interpreter in writing to others. This view is plainly con- 
firmed by Jerome, ad Hedib. 11: ‘‘ Habebat ergo (Paulus) Titum interpretem,” 
‘“Therefore he (Paul) had Titus as an interpreter” Gn drawing up the 
second Epistle to the Corinthians), ‘‘stewt et beatus Petrus Marcum, cujus 
evangelium Petro narrante et illo seribente compositum est. Denique et duae 
epistolae quae feruntur Petri, stilo inter se et charactere discrepant structuraque 
verborum, ex quo intelligimus, pro necessitate rerum diversis eum usum interpre- 
tibus,” ‘‘as also blessed Peter had Mark, whose Gospel was composed, 
Peter narrating and he writing it. In like manner also the two epistles 
which bear the name of Peter differ from each other in style and character 
and structure of words, from which we know that the necessity of things 
led him to use different interpreters.” 

The tradition, that Mark was with Peter in Rome, is not yet attested, it 
is true, in the fragment of Papias, but is still very ancient, as it is designa- 
ted by Clem. Ai. Hypotyp. 6, in Hus. vi. 14, as rapddocew tov dvéxabev rpeo- 
Bourépov, ‘‘a tradition of the elders from the first.” It is not, however, free 
from the suspicion of having arisen out of 1 Pet. v. 13, where Babylon was 
taken as a designation of Rome (Bus. ii. 15 ; Jerome, Vir. ili. 8). From 
Rome, after the death of that apostle (not so early as the eighth year of 
Nero, as Jerome states), he is said to have gone to Alexandria, and there— 
where, according to Kus. ili. 39, he is alleged to have founded the church’— 
to have died as bishop (Eus. ii. 16 ; Epiph. Haer. li. 6 ; Jerome, Vir. ill. 8), 
and, according to later tradition, in the character of a martyr (Niceph. ii. 
43, Martyrol. Rom., 25 Apr.). 


§ 2.—ORIGIN OF THE GOSPEL. 


It is related, first of all by Papias (in Eus. iii. 89), and then unanimously 
by the entire ancient church, that Mark wrote his Gospel under the special 


influence of Peter, whose épujvebr7c, ‘ interpreter,” he was. This account 


1 That this occurred before the compo- numerous body of Jews. Still the expres- 


sition of the Epistle to the Romans, Thiersch 
concludes (d. Kirche im apost. Zeitalt. 
p. 104 f.) from Rom. xy. 19 ff. Certainly it 
is in itself probable that even at that early 
date Christianity existed, as in Rome, so 
also in Alexandria, where there was a very 


sion in Rom. /.c. is too indefinite as respects 
its geographical limits for any one to be 
able to maintain that Egypt belongs to the 
regions whereof Paul says that there is 
nothing more in them for him to do. 
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is, according to Papias (see on Matt., Introd. p. 29 ff.), to be understood as 
amounting more precisely to this, that Mark made notes for himself after 
the discourses of Peter which he heard, and subsequently employed these 
in the composition of his Gospel. This original relation to the authority of 
Peter’ could not but receive more precise delineation by tradition, as there 
grew up an increasing desire to see the non-apostolic writing invested with 
apostolic validity. Already, at avery early date, our Gospel was regarded 
directly as the Gospel of Peter, as even Justin, c. Tryph. 106, quotes it as ra 
arouvnpovetuata étpov, ‘‘the memorabilia of Peter ;”? and Tertull. ¢. Mace. 
iv. 5, says: ‘‘ Marcus quod edidit evangelium, Petri adfirmatur, cujus inter- 
pres Marcus,” ‘*The Gospel which Mark put forth is established as Peter’s, 
whose interpreter Mark was” (comp. Iren. iii. 1: ra ind Iérpov kyprvoodueva 
éyypabuc, quiv rapadédoxe, ‘‘ those things preached by Peter he has delivered 
to us in writing,” similarly Origen in Eus. vi. 25). Still, however, there is 
no mention of any special recognition of the book on the part of Peter. 
Nothing can with any certainty be concluded from the fragmentary 
initial words of the Muratorian Canon (as has especially been attempted by 
Volkmar on Credner’s Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 351 f.); and Clement, Hypotyp. 
6, in Eus. vi. 14, expressly states that the publication of the Gospel, com- 
posed after the apostle’s discourses, experienced at the hands of the latter 
neither a xwAvom, ‘‘ hindering,” nor a rporpépacbau, ‘‘furthering.” But in 
the course of tradition the apostolic confirmation also does not fail to ap- 
pear, and even Eusebius himself,* ii. 15, relates : yrdvra d& mpaybév dace tiv 
améctoAov . . . Kupdcai te THY ypagny eic evtevky Taig éxKAnoiac, ‘‘it is said, 
however, that the apostle, knowing what was done . . . also confirmed the 
writing for reading in the churches.” Comp. Epiph. Haer. li. 6 ; Jerome, 
Vir. ill. 8. 

In the dependence—to which Papias testifies—of Mark on Petrine dis- 
courses and on notes made from them, there is not implied essentially and 
necessarily his independence of Matthew and Luke ; for if Mark, when he 
composed his Gospel, found already in existence the writings of Matthew 
and Luke, even although he rested on the testimony of Peter, the compari- 
son of that testimony with those other two evangelists might still be of the 
highest importance to him, inasmuch as it might furnish to him partly con- 
firmation, partly, in the event of want of accord between Matthew and 
Luke, decision, partly inducement for omissions, partly additions and modi- 


1 Which, however, most of the later 
critics (comp. on Matt. p. 26 f.), without suf- 
ficient warrant either from the testimony 
of Papias, or from other testimonies, or 
from internal grounds, refer back to a lost 
primitive Mark, from which our Mark first 
took itsrise. So, too, Schenkel and Weiz- 
sicker, wid. d. Huang. Gesch. 1864. Recently 
Weiss and Tischendorf have decidedly de- 
clared themselves against the hypothesis of 
a primitive Mark [Urmarkus]. 

2 See on John, Introd. p. 7 f.; Ritschl in 
the theol, Jahrb, 1851, p, 499 f.; Késtlin, 


Urspr. a. synopt. Huang. p. 368 f.; Weiss in 
the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 677. 

3 The view which finds mention of the 
literary services of Mark even by Paul, 
namely at 2 Cor. viii. 18 (Storr, Hitzig), is a 
pure fancy. 

4 Eusebius does not here quote Clement's 
words, so that Clement would have here, 
compared with the previous passage, con- 
tradicted himself (Strauss, de Wette, and 
others), but he is narrating in his own per- 
son. See Credner, Hin. I. p. 113; Thiersch, 
List. Standp. p. 212 £. 
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fications. And thus the matter would have to be conceived of, if the hy- 
pothesis of Griesbach (sce Introd. to Matt. p. 24), which is still in substance 
upheld by many, were the correct one.? But it isnot the correct one. 
For, apart from the fact that in any case Luke closes the series of the Synop- 
tics and is only to be placed after the destruction of Jerusalem, our existing 
Gospel of Matthew cannot have taken its present shape until after Mark (see 
Introd. to Matt. p. 26 f.); and prior to Mark, as far as concerns the relation 
of the latter to Matthew, there can only have existed the apostolic collection 
of Logia, which became also the first foundation of our Matthew. [See Note 
I., p. 10 seq.] Mark must have made use of this, although in general the 
presentation of the discourses of Jesus has been with him so subordinate a 
feature, that we may reasonably assume that he has taken for granted in his 
readers an acquaintance with the teaching (comp. Holtzmann, p. 385). But 
every kind of procedure in the way of epitome and compilation (according 
to the hypothesis of Griesbach, there would only be left to Mark as his own 
peculiar portions, iv. 26-29, vil. 32-37, vill. 22-26, xi. 1-14, xili. 38-37, xvi. 
6-11) is absolutely incompatible with the creative life-like freshness and 
- picturesqueness of detail, with the accurate designation of the localities and 
situations in his description,*® with his taking no account of all the prelimi- 
nary history, with the clear objectivity and simple, firmly-knit arrangement of 
his narratives, with the peculiar character of that which he gives either in 
greater brevity or in greater detail than the others.* Besides, we do not 
find in Mark the peculiar elements which Matthew and Luke (the latter es- 
pecially, ix. 51—-xvii. 14) respectively have in matter and manner ; indeed, 
precisely in the passages where Mark does not stand by their side (as in the 
preliminary history and in discourses of Jesus), those two diverge even the 
furthest from one another, while they in the main go together where Mark 
presents himself as the intervening link. Such an intervening link 
between the two Mark could not be as a subsequent worker and com- 
piler, but only as a previous worker in the field, whose treatise—freshly 
moulded from the apostolic fountainhead in simplicity, objectivity, homo- 
geneousness, and historical continuity—furnished a chief basis, first, in the 


1 Including Saunier, Fritzsche, de Wette, tendency’? than any kind of acknowledg- 
Bleek, Baur, Delitzsch, Késtlin, Kahnis, and ment, be it ever so limited, of the indepen- 
others. dence of Mark.’ Nevertheless, Eichthal 


2 The best conjoint view of all that can (les Hvangiles, Paris 1868) has found in the 
be said on behalf of this hypothesis is given pictorial description of Mark a proof of 
by Bleek in his Beitrdge, p. 72 ff., and Hin. subsequent elaboration ; he is held to be the 
p. 243 ff. The most forcible refutation is epitomizer of Matthew, whose Gospel ney- 
found in Holtzmann, Synopt. Hvang. p. 113 ertheless, as it now stands, is full of inter- 
ff., 844 ff. Comp. Weiss in the Stud. wu. polations. And so Luke too isin many ways 
Asrit. 1861, p. 652 ff., 680 ff. interpolated. In this Hichthal goes to 

3 Baur, Markusevang. p. 41, does Mark in- work with very uncritical license, and re- 
justice, when he sees in his vividness of de- gards Mark as being much less interpolated, 
scription merely the habit of seizing first merely because he was from the first look- 
of all on the most sensuously-concrete ed on as of far less consequence (I. p. 267 ff.). 
conception. Késtlin and others speak of 4 See especially, Ewald, Jahrd. II. p. 208 f.; 
Mark’s ‘‘mannerism.’’ Weisse, Hvangeli- Weiss in the Stud. u. Arit. 1861, p. 67 ff., 
enfr. p. 73, rightly says: ‘tin fact, nothing 646 ff. ; Holtzmann, p. 284 f., 448 f. 
can be more dangerous to the ‘ criticism of 
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gradual formation of our Matthew, and then also for Luke. It is simply 
inconceivable that Mark could have passed over, in particular, the rich 
materials which Luke has peculiar to himself (as is still the opinion of Kést- 
lin, p. 334), merely from the endeavor after brevity and a laying aside of 
everything anti-Jewish. As regards the origin of the Gospel of Mark, we 
must accordingly abide simply by the testimony of Papias : it is primarily 
to be traced back to the communications of Peter, and with this view ad- 
mirably agrees the characteristic discourse of the latter in Acts x. 86; in 
fact, this discourse may be regarded as a programme of our Gospel. Other 
special sources are not sufficiently recognizable,’ apart from the primitive 
evangelic tradition in general, under the influence of which the companion 
of Paul, Barnabas, and Peter of necessity came, and from the collection of 
Logia of Matthew, which, as the most ancient (see on Matthew, Introd. 
p. 9 ff.) document intended for the natives of Palestine, could not have re- 
mained unknown to Mark, the inhabitant of Jerusalem. Rightly have 
many * maintained the primitive evangelic character of Mark in relation to 
the rest of our Gospels, and thus there is taken ‘‘a great step towards find- 
ing our way in the labyrinth of Gospel-harmony,” ? however strongly Baur 
and his school (KGstlin, in the most complex fashion) contend against it with 
their hypothesis of a special ‘‘ tendency” (see § 8), and with the aid of a 
Papian primitive-Mark ; while Hilgenfeld withal, following Augustine and 
Hug, insists upon the priority of Mark to Luke, and consequently on the 
intermediate position of Mark between Matthew and Luke.* According to 
the opinion of Delitzsch,* in connection with his mistaken discovery (see on 
Matt. Introd. p. 25) that the writing of the evangelic history, proceeding 
in the footsteps of the Thora, was created by Matthew, the dependence of 
Mark on Matthew would appear as so great, that even the possibility of the 
converse relation vanishes before it,—a dependence which, we may add, 
Hilgenfeld thinks to explain by the dubious hypothesis, opening the door 
to much that is arbitrary, of a Gospel of Peter or of the Petrine-Roman tra- 
dition as an intermediate step. ° 

The Gospel has three main divisions, of which the first goes as far as the 
choice of the Twelve (iii. 13), and the last begins from the setting out for 
Judaea (chap. x.). 


Remark 1.—Although Mark was chiefly dependent ou the communications 
of Peter, still the Petrine tendency is not to be attributed to his Gospel (in op- 


1 According to Fritzsche and Bleek, Mark 
is alleged to have used not merely Matthew 
and Luke, but even the Gospel of John. 
The state of the case is directly the re- 
verse. 

2 So not only Weisse and Wilke, but also 
Lachmann, Hitzig, Reuss, Ewald, Ritschl, 
Thiersch, Volkmar, Tobler, Plitt, Holtz- 
mann, Weiss, Schenkel, Weizsiicker, and 
others (see also Giider in Herzog’s Encyki. 
EX. p. 47 f.) 


3Thiersch, Kirche im Apost. Zeittalt, 


p- 102. 

4 Especially since 1850, then in his long 
controversy with Baur, and once more in 
his Kanon u. Kritik ad. N. T. 1863, and in his 
Zeitschy. 1864, p. 287 ff. 

> Neue unters. ub. a. Entsteh. u. Ant. a. ka- 
non. Hvang. I., 1853. 

6 See on the other hand Baur, Markus- 
evang. p. 119 ff.; Ritschl in the theol. 
Jahrb, 1851, p. 482 ff.; Weiss in the Stud. u. 
rit. 1861, p. 691 ff.; Holtzmann in his 
synopt. Hvang. 
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position to Hilgenfeld), as appears by the very fact, that from his Gospel there 
is actually absent the saying of Jesus concerning the Rock of the church (Matt. 
xvi. 17). See generally, Baur in the theol. Jahrb, 1853, p. 56 ff., and Marleus- 
evang. p. 133 ff. Comp. on viii. 29; also Weiss in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1861, 


p. 674 f. 


Remark 2.—In making use of particular passages of Mark to prove his inde- 
pendence or dependence on the other Synoptics, the greatest caution is neces- 
sary, not to educe from our reading of them what is already in our own mindas 
the critical view of the relation. The experience of the most recent criticism 
is a warning against this, for in it very often what one takes to be in his favor 
is by another turned against him, according to the coloring imported by the 
subjectivity of each. Even from the O. T. citation in Mark i. 2, 3, compared 
with Matt. iii. 3, xi. 10, we cannot draw any reference either for (Ritschl) or 
against the dependence of Matthew on Mark ; see Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1853, 


p. 89 f. Comp, oni, 2 f, 


§ 3.PURPOSE, TIME, PLACE. 


Like all the canonical Gospels, ours also has the destined purpose of his- 
torically proving the Messiahship of Jesus : it seeks to accomplish this es- 
pecially by setting forth the deeds of Jesus, but in doing so does not bear 
any special dogmatic color.’ It leaves out of consideration the doctrinal 
differences that agitate the subsequent apostolic period, and goes to work 
quite objectively. We must not on this account, however, assume a mediat- 
ing aim in the interest of the idea of catholicity, and consequently a neutral 
character accordant with that tendency,’ or a mediating between the Jewish- 
Christian Matthew and the Pauline Luke (Hilgenfeld), for assumptions of 
which sort it was thought that a welcome external support was to be found in 
the very fact, that Mark’s place was from old assigned to him only after Mat- 
thew, and relatively (according to Clem. Al.) even only after Luke. The omis- 
sion of a genealogy and preliminary history does not betray the design of a 
neutral attitude (Schwegler alleges even that a Docetic reference is implied), 
but simply points to a time of its origin, in which, among Gentile Chris- 
tians, such matters as these had not yet attained the importance of being 
regarded as elements of the Gospel. And the work iscomposed for Gentile 
Christians, as is evident beyond any doubt from the total absence of proofs 


1 Not even the character of artistic con- 
Struction, which (according to Hilgenfeld) 
‘is designed to turn on the contrast of light 
‘and shade. But the alternation of light 

and shade is involved in the course of the 
history, not in the artistic premeditation 
of a literary plan. 

2 Schwegler, Baur, Késtlin, and others, 
with more precise definitions various in 
kind. According to Baur, even the name 
for this neutral and mediating Gospel is 
significantly chosen: ‘‘ Mark,” the inter- 
preter of Peter and the companion of Paul. 


3 The opinion of Volkmar (d. Relig. Jesu 
u. thre erste Entwickelung, 1857, and ge- 
schichtstreue Theol. 1858)—that the Gospel of 
Mark asan Epos is a Pauline treatise with a 
set purposein opposition to the Judaistic reac- 
tion, and has as its presupposition the Juda- 
istic Apocalypse, and that, having come into 
existence under Titus, it became the founda- 
tion for the rest of the Gospels—is a criti- 
cal extravagance. See, in opposition to it, 
Hilgenfeld in the theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 387 
ff., and in his Zeitschr. 1859, p. 252 ff., 1861, 
p. 190 ff., also in Hanon u. MKritik, p. 175 ff. 
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drawn from the O. T. (excepting only i. 2 f., see in loc.) and of Judaistic 
elements of doctrine (Késtlin, p. 314), as also from the comparison of many 
points of detail with the parallel passages in Matthew (see Holtzmann, 
p. 385 ff.). Comp. on x. 12, vii. 1 ff., xi. 17, and others. 

With respect to the time of composition, the Gospel must, in accordance 
with the eschatological statements in chap. xiii. (see especially, vv. 13, 24, 
30, 38), and because it preceded our Matthew, have been written at all 
events before the destruction of Jerusalem, although Weizsiicker concludes 
the contrary from the parable iv. 26-29 (see in loc.). This is more precisely 
defined by the statement of Irenaeus, ili, 1 (in Eus.v. 8), that Mark 
published the Gospel after the death! of Peter and Paul. By this we 
must abide ; and as there is not historical ground for going back to an 
earlier period (Hitzig : years 55-57 ; Schenkel, 45-58), the treating of that 
assertion of Irenaeus with suspicion, as if it might have flowed from 2 Pet. 
i. 15 (Hichhorn, Hug, Fritzsche), and were too much of a doctrinal nature 
(Weizsiicker), isunfounded. See Credner, I. p. 118. The account of Clem- 
ent, Hypotyp. 6 (in Eus. HZ. #. vi. 14), that Mark published his Gospel 
while Peter was still alive in captivity at Rome, makes indeed but an incon- 
siderable Gifference in the definition of the time, yet was so welcome to the 
interest felt in its apostolic authority, that Eusebius not merely added the 
confirmation of the treatise on the part of Peter (see § 2), but also transfer- 
red the apostle’s sojourn at Rome in question to the very earliest time pos- 
sible, namely, to the third year of Claudius (ten years after the death of 
Christ), when Peter was said to have been there together with Philo and 
Simon Magus (Eus. H. #. ii. 14, 15, 17), which incorrect determination of 

_ the date of our Gospel was in consequence adopted by Theophylact, Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus, and others. Later critics, who place Mark in point of 
time after Matthew and Luke (Griesbach’s hypothesis), or at least after 
Matthew (Hilgenfeld), do not make it come into existence till after the 
destruction of Jerusalem (de Wette, Bleek, and others ; Hilgenfeld : under 
Domitian), to which view Weisse also (‘‘ under the influences of the lively 
impression of the conquest”) is inclined ; Késtlin, assigning to the alleged 
older Mark of Papias the date 65-70 a.p., makes the canonical Gospel 
appear the first decade of the second century. Baur puts it down still 
lower in the second century, as indeed he assigns to the canonical Gospels 
in general no earlier date than 180-170. 

The place of composition is not known with certainty, but the preponder- 
ant voice of ecclesiastical tradition (Clement, Eusebius, Jerome, Epiphanius, 
and many others) names Rome, which is not necessarily connected with the 
supposition that Mark wrote his Gospel while Peter was still alive, and has 
no internal reasons against it, but still is not to be made good by the Latin 
expressions which occur, as at vi. 27, vil. 4, 8, xv. 39, 44, and explanations 
such as xv. 16, xii. 42, or by x. 12, xv. 21. Most of the later critics have 
declared themselves in favor of the Roman origin (Gieseler, Ewald, Hilgen- 


1 ZéoSov, not: departure, as Mill, Grabe, Aberle, and others will have it. See Hilgen- 
feld in his Zeitschr. 1864, p. 224. 
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feld, Késtlin, Schwegler, Guerike, and several others), and the evidence in 
its behalf can only gain in weight from the fact that even at a very early 
period Alexandria was assigned to Mark asa sphere of labor. It is true 
that Chrysostom names Alexandria as the place of composition, but to this 
the less value is to be attached that no Alexandrian confirms it. Hence the 
combination of Rome and Alexandria by the assumption of a twefold publi- 
cation (Richard Simon, Lardner, Eichhorn) is unnecessary, and cannot be 
made good, not even by the statement of Jerome : ‘‘ Assumpto itaque Evan- 
gelio, quod ipse confecerat, perrexit Aegyptum,” ‘‘Therefore the Gospel 
which he had completed being approved he proceeded to Egypt.” 


§4.—PRIMARY LANGUAGE, ORIGINALITY, INTEGRITY. 


Mark wrote in Greek, as the Fathers are unanimous either in presuppos- 
ing or in expressly testifying. It is true that there occurs in the Peshito as 
a subscription, and in the Philoxenian on the margin,’ the remark that 
at Rome he preached in the Roman tongue ; and several manuscripts of the 
Greek text (see Scholz, p. xxx.; Tisch. p. 325) distinctly affirm that he 
wrote in Latin, but this entire statement is a hasty inference from the sup- 
position that Mark wrote at Rome and for Romans. Nevertheless, to the 
Roman Catholics, in the interest of the Vulgate, it could not but be wel- 
come, so that it was defended by Baronius (ad ann. 45, No. 39 ff.) and 
others. Since the days of Richard Simon, however, it has been again given 
up even among Catholic scholars. It was even given out that the Latin au- 
tograph was preserved in Venice, but that has long since been unmasked 
asa portion of the Vulgate.? 

The originality of our Gospel has found assailants only in recent times, 
and that, indeed, on the ground of the account of Papias, on which its 
originality was formerly based. It was thought to be discovered that what 
Papias says of the Gospel of Mark does not suit our Gospel,* and it was fur- 
ther inferred (see especially, Credner, J.c. and p. 205 *) that the Gospel in 
its present form could not be the work of Mark, but that another had 
worked up the notes which Mark had made without regard to arrangement, 
and thereby the evayyéAcov kata Mapxov had come into existence. In the fur- 
ther progress of criticism, the hypothesis was developed of a pre-canonical 
or primitive-Mark [Urmarkus| which had been an Hvangelium Petri, a 
hypothesis variously elaborated in particular by Baur, Késtlin, and others. 
According to Késtlin, this primitive Gospel (which is held to form the basis 
of Matthew also) was composed in Syria, and formed, along with Matthew 


1Comp. also Ebedjesu, in Assem. Bil. 
Or. III. 1, p. 9. 

2 See Dobrowsky, fragment. Pragense ev. 
St. Marci vulgo autographi, Prag. 1778; 
Michaelis, orient. Bibl. XII. 108, Hind. IT. 
p. 1073 ff. 

’ See Schleiermacher in the Stud. wu. Krit. 
1832, p. 758 ff. ; Credner, Hind. 1. p. 128. 

4 Subsequently Credner (see his work, 


das neue Test. nach Zweck, Ursprung, Inhalt, 
1843, II. p. 213 ff.) has declared in favor of 
the genuineness of our Gospel, and has look- 
ed upon the testimony of Papias as affirm- 
ing that the order of events in the three 
Synoptics does not correspond to the re- 
ality. But even this does not follow from 
the words of Papias rightly apprehended. 
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and Luke, a chief source forour canonical Mark, which is alleged to be a later 
product of the idea of catholicity. But the assumption of an original 
treatise that has been lost would only have a historical point of support, in 
the event of the contents of the fragment of Papias—so far as it speaks of 
the treatise of Mark—not really suiting our canonical Mark. But since, 
upon a correct interpretation (see on Matt. Introd. p. 28 f.), it contains 
nothing with which our Mark is at variance, and therefore affords no 
ground for the assertion that it is speaking of another book ascribed to 
Mark, it remains the most ancient and the most weighty historical testimony 
for the originality of our second Gospel, and at the same time for the high 
historical value of its contents. With this view, no doubt, the much-asserted 
dependence on Matthew—or on Matthew and Luke—cannot subsist, because 
this runs directly counter to the testimony of Papias ; and to get rid of that 
testimony is a proceeding which amounts to peremptory dogmatism (de 
Wette), to arbitrary conjecture (Baur),’ and to contradiction of history (as 
opposed to the testimonies of Irenaeus, Clement, Eusebius), as if the 
Fathers, to whom at any rate our Mark was very well known, would have 
only thus blindly repeated the story of Papias. 

On the supposition of the originality of our Mark the comparison of Matthew 
and Luke, who made use of him, presents no constraining reason for the view, 
that the Gospel, in the form in which we possess it, has been preserved merely 
in arecension modified by various omissions, additions, and alterations,’ or, in- 
deed, that that form, in which his Gospel has been made use of in our Gos- 
pel of Matthew, as well as by Luke, was preceded by one still earlier 
(Ewald), especially as Mark has not always followed the most original tradi- 
tion, and in accordance with the peculiar character of his book abstains 
from giving the longer discourses of Jesus, with the special exception of the 
eschatological in chap. xiii. ; hence, also the Sermon on the Mount is not 
found in his Gospel,? and need not have stood between iii. 19 and iii. 20 
(together with the narrative of the centurion at Capernaum). See on iii. 20, 
Remark. 

As to the integrity of the Gospel, the only question to be considered is 
that of the genuineness of the concluding section, xvi. 6-20. See, regard- 
ing this, the critical remarks on chap. xvi. 


1 Markusevang. p. 131 f., he alleges that 3 On the hypothesis of the Gospel being 
Papias has combined things not connected prepared with a special purpose, this dis- 
with each other, namely, the existence of course is regarded as having been omitted 
the Gospel of Mark, which, perhaps, had by Mark, because he did not wish to bring 
not been even known to him, and the tra- into remembrance the continuing obliga- 
dition of the discourses which Peter is al- tion of the law, Matt. v. 17. See especially, 
leged to have delivered on his apostolic Baur, Hvang. p.565. Asif this would have 
journeys. been a sufficient reason for the exclusion 

2 Ewald, comp. Hitzig, Weisse, Holtz- of the entire discourse! Just as little as 
mann, Schenkel, Weizsiicker, also Reuss, the alleged Ebionitic commencement of the 
Kostlin, and others. discourse, 
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Notre py AMERICAN EDITOR. 


I. Origin of the Gospel. 


The remarks of Meyer on this subject assume the correctness of his own 
theory respecting the relation of the Synoptic Gospels to each other, and their 
dependence, though in different ways, upon the Logia-collection of Matthew, 
which, as he thinks, consisted simply of discourses, and is the work referred 
to by Papias. The full discussion of the question belongs to the volume on 
Matthew, but it will be necessary here to state some points affecting more 
particularly the Gospel of Mark. 

Weiss, who in many respects agrees with Meyer, especially in rejecting the 
theory of a Proto-Mark, and in upholding the originality and priority of this 
Gospel, differs from him in regard to its relation to the Logia-collection. He 
regards the work referred to by Papias as ‘‘the older source,” but admits that 
it includes narrative as well as didactic portions. Ina detailed commentary 
(Das Markusevangelium und seine Synoptischen parallelen, Berlin, 1872), this ac- 
complished and patient scholar has sought ‘‘to establish with exactness those 
passages in which Mark, although he otherwise forms throughout the source 
for our first and third Gospels, shows himself to be dependent on the portions 
of the oldest apostolic document which are faithfully preserved in them,”’ 7.e., 
the first and third Gospels. The frequent references to Weiss ed. Meyer in 
the following pages eall for this statement of his view in advance. 

But it does not seem more satisfactory than the other attempts to show the 
interdependence of the Synoptic Gospels. Why does Mark have such brief 
didactic portions, if the Logia-collection was a collection of discourses such as 
are now preserved in the Gospel of Matthew? Orif ‘«the older source” contained 
narrative also, how can we account for the verbal variations as well as agree- 
ments in the three Gospels? A repeated comparison of the parallel passages 
has left the writer more firmly convinced of the independence of the Synoptic 
Gospels. (On the question of Luke’s relation to the other two, see Introduction 
to Luke. If Luke can be proven independent, then the other two can 
more readily be shown to be so.) ‘‘But no theory is admissible which 
asks us to doubt the accuracy of these straightforward records, in order that 
we may find a truer history in some original Gospel, whether oral or written, 
the existence of which is a matter of conjecture. The problem of the origin 
of the Synoptic Gospels is an interesting one ; but it has historical and theo- 
logical importance only when it assumes that the canonical Gospels are not gen- 
nine and authentic narratives” (Int. Revis. Com. Luke, p. x.). The main ob- 
jection to Meyer’s application of his theory is that he, especially in his pre- 
liminary comments on the several paragraphs, suggests that there haye been 
additions, abridgments, amplifications, differences of tradition, ete. Now all 
these terms may not imply dishonesty on the part of the writers, and yet even 
Weiss ed. Mey. complains in his preface of Meyer’s opinions respecting the 
credibility of the separate narratives, adding that he would gladly have can- 
celled these passages entirely. Whatever honesty of purpose belongs to the 
use of such terms, the impression produced is unfavorable to confidence in 
the Gospelrecords. ‘To many it appears that Meyer, in discussing these topics, 
has wandered from the field where he isa master. In his exegesis we haye 
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scientific induction ; in this department of criticism we find little that is not 
based on assumptions. It may be said that the view which accepts the de- 
pendence of the Synoptists inevitably leads toward, if not to, such a habit of 
discrediting the accuracy of the narratives. Godet (Lule, p. 556, Am. ed.) well 
observes: ‘‘It is impossible to conceive anything more capricious and less 
reverential than the part which we make the author of any one whatever of our 
Synoptic Gospels play with the history and sayings of Jesus, supposing that he 
had before him the other two, or one ofthem. Such an explanation will only be 
allowable when we are brought absolutely to despair of finding any other. And 
even then it were better still to say, Non liquet. For this explanation involves 
amoral contradiction. Most of our present critics are so well aware of this, that 
they have recourse to middle terms. By common sources they seek to explain the 
relation between those three writings, or they combine this mode with the pre- 
ceding” (i.e., that of interdependence). The same author, in the Introduc- 
tion and Conclusion of the same work, discusses quite fully the entire ques- 
tion, deciding most strongly in favor of the independence of the Synoptists. 
See also Schaff, History of the Christian Church, I. pp. 590-612. 

The labored attempts to solve the problem have, however, shed some light 
on one point, namely, the originality of Mark. If this Gospel were studied, 
as it ought to be, before that of Matthew, the impression produced by internal 
phenomena would confirm this view. But most of the evidence in favor of the 
priority and originality of Mark make against his dependence on an earlier 
document, whether the Logia-collection (Meyer) or the ‘earlier source’’ 
(Weiss). The constant difference of opinion between these two authors, who 
yet stand so close together in their view, will appear in the following pages. 
This difference shows how untrustworthy the judgments formed on either theory 
must necessarily be. Westcott (Introduction to Study of the Gospels, p. 369, 
Am. ed.) well says: ‘‘In substance and style and treatment, the Gospel of St. 
Mark is essentially a transcript from Jife. The course and the issue of facts are 
imaged in it with the clearest outline. If all other arguments against the 
mythic origin of the evangelic narratives were wanting, this vivid and simple 
record, stamped with the most distinct impress of independence and original- 
ity—totally unconnected with the symbolism of the Old Dispensation, totally 
independent of the deeper reasonings of the New—would be sufficient to re- 
fute a theory subversive of all faith in history.’’ He willalways be best guarded 
against false theories of the origin of the Synoptic Gospels who most faith- 
fully devotes himself to the study of the books themselves ; and he who would 
study them with most profit will, as already intimated, begin his research 
with this briefest yet most vivacious of the three narratives. 
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/ 
Evayyéd1ov uatra Mapuor. 


BE Nhave merely cata Mdpxov. Others: td kata Mdpxov dytov ebayyédvov. 
Others: é« Tod «. M. dylov evayyeAiov. Comp. on Matt., note respecting the 
title. 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 2. The Recepta has év role rpodyracc, following AEF G**H KMPSU 
V I, min. Iren. and other Fathers and vss. Defended by Rinck on account of 
Matt. iii. 3; placed by Lachm. in the margin. But Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. 
Tisch. have év (év tg, Lachm. Tisch.) ‘Howie (in Lachm. always with the 
spiritus lenis) +@ mpod7tn. SoBD LA &, min. and many vss. and Fathers. 
Rightly ; the Recepta was introduced because the quotation is from two proph- 
ets. — After 6ddv cov Elz. has éurpoobév cov, from Matthew and Luke. — Ver. 5. 
mdvtec] which in Elz, Scholz, and Fritzsche stands after éGarrifovto, is rightly 
placed by Griesb. Tachm. and Tisch. after ‘Iepoco2. (BD LA 8, min. vss. Or. 
Rus.). If «oi éGart. ravrec had been the original arrangement and mavrec had 
been put back, it would, conformably to usage (zdoa 7 ’lovdaia), have heen 
placed before oi ‘IepocoA. The Recepta is explained from the circumstance that 
mavrcy Was omitted (so stillin min. and Brix.), and that it was then restored be- 
side é@untifovro, because in Matt. iii. 5 also ‘IepoodAvua stands alone. — Ver. 10. 
a6] So also Scholz. But Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have é«, which also Griesb. 
approved of, following BD L A 8, min. Goth.; a7é6 is from Matt. iii. 16. — Ver. 
11. év@] Lachm. Tisch. have év coi, following B D L P &, min. vss. The latteris 
right ; év @ is from Matt. ili. 17. — Ver. 13, Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche have éxei after 
jv. It is wanting in AB DL, min. vss. Or.; it was, however, very easily passed 
over as supeztluous (K. min. omit év 7. ép.) between jv and év. [Rejected by 
Tisch. and recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 14. ri¢ Bacvaciac] is not found in BL 
X, min. vss. Or. It is regarded as suspicious by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. 
and Tisch. It is an addition in accordance with what follows. Comp. Matt. 
iv. 23.— Ver. 16. reputatay dé] Lachm. and Tisch. read kat rapdyov, which 
Griesb. also approved, following B D L 8, min. Vulg. It. al. The Recepta is 
from Matt. iv. 18, from which place also came subsequently airov, instead of 
which Zeudvog (Lachm.: tod S.uovoc) is with Tisch. to be read according to B 
LM &. —augiBarr.| Elz. has BaAdovrac, contrary to decisive evidence. From 
Matt. iv. 18. — Ver. 18. avTév] is, with Lachm. and Tisch., following BC L &, 
min. vss., to be deleted as a familiar addition, as also in ver. 31 air#c. — Ver.19. 
éxeiMev] is wanting in B DL, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by 
Fritzsche and Tisch., bracketed by Lachm. From Matt. iv. 21.— Ver. 21. 
The omission of eiceAQdv (Tisch.) is attested indeed by C L A 8, min, Syr. 
Copt. Colb. Or. (twice), which assign various positions to édu. (Tisch.: édc0. 
ele T. ovvayoyhv), but might easily be produced by a clerical error on occasion 
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of the following eir, and it has the preponderance of the witnesses against it. 
[Bracketed by Treg., retained by W. and Hort in text (marg. omits), Weiss and 
R.V.] — Ver. 24. éa] is wanting in B D&*, min. Syr. Perss. Arr. Aeth. Copt, 
Vulg. It. Aug. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. The exclamation, which only 
occurs again in Luke iy. 34, and is there more strongly attested, was the more 
easily introduced here from that place, — Ver. 26. 2 aitov] Lachm.: dm ’adbrov 
without preponderating testimony. From Luke iy. 35. — Ver. 27. Instead of 
Tpo¢ avtovc, read with Lachm., in accordance with decisive evidence, pic éavtotc¢ 
[so Treg., W. and Hort, margin]. ‘Tisch. |W. and Hort text, Weiss] following 
only B &, have merely airovce. — ti gore TovT0; Tig  didaxn Hh Kawvy adtn; bTt Kat’ 
«.T.A.] Lachm.: ri éorw rovto ; didayy kav)’ Kat’ «.t.2. Just so Rinck and Tisch., 
who, however, connect did. xaivy Kar’ ékovo. together. [Treg., W. and Hort, 
KR. Y., accept the punctuation of Lachmann.] The authority of this reading de- 
pends on B LA 8, min.; it is to be preferred, since manifestly the original 
O.0ayn Kay Kar’ eSovolay was conformed to the question in Luke, ri¢ 6 Adyoc¢ 
abroc, 67 «.7.4., and thus arose Tic 4 didayy 7 Kaw abt yn, Ort. — Ver. 28. In- 
stead of é$7A0e dé, preponderating attestation favors «at éé7A0ev (Lachm. Tisch.). 
—After ei@v¢ Tisch. has mavrayod.! So B C L &8** min. codd. It. Copt. 
Rightly so ; the superfluous word, which might easily be regarded as inappro- 
priate (N* min. omit <ei4v¢ also), dropped away. — Ver. 31. eiféwe] after rup. is 
wanting in BCL &, min. Copt. Arm.; and D, Vulg. Cant. have it before 
agjcev. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. [Recent editors, R. V.] But 
it was easily omitted, since Matt. viii. 15 and Luke iv. 39 have not this defin- 
ing word. — Ver. 38. After dyouev, B CL 8, 83, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Arr. Tisch. 
have dAidayov. To be adopted (comp. Bornem. in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, 
p. 127) ; being unnecessary and without corresponding element in Luke iv. 43, it 
was very easily passed over ; comp. on ravrayod, 1. 28. — Instead of éfeAnAvfa, 
BCLS, 33 have é&jAfov, which Griesb. and Scholz have approved, and 
Tisch. has adopted. Rightly ; the explanation of procession from the Father 
suggested the Johannine éA7Av8a, which, moreover, A and min. actually read. 
— Ver. 39. ei¢ ta¢ ovvaywydc}] So also Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. on preponderant 
attestation. The Recepta év raic cvvaywyaic is an emendation. [See Note IX., 
p. 26.] — Ver. 40. cat yovuretov ator] is wanting in BDGT, min. Cant. Ver. 
Vere. Colb. Germ. 1, Corb. 2. Deleted by Lachm.; omission through 
the homoeoteleuton. Had any addition been made from Matt. viii. 2, 
Luke y. 12, another expression would have been used. ‘Tisch. has deleted 
aitév, but following only L 8, min. vss. — Ver, 41. 6 dé Iyootc] B D 8, 102, 
Cant. Vere. Corb, 2 have merely «ai. So Lachm. and Tisch. But comp. Matt. 
viii. 3; Luke vy. 13. From these passages comes also the omission of eimévto¢ 
aitov, ver. 42, in BDL &, min. vss. Lachm. Tisch. [Both omissions accepted 
by recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 44. wdév] deleted by Lachm., following A D 
L A &, min. vss. Vict. Theophyl. The omission occurred in conformity with 
Matt. viii. 4; Luke v. 14.— Ver. 45. Elz. reads zavrayéber, But mavrofev is 
decisively attested. 


Vv. 1-4. As our canonical Matthew has a superscription of his first section, 
so also has Mark. This, however, does not embrace merely ver. 1, but o¢ 
yéyparrat . . . Tac TpiBove aitod belongs also to the superscription, so that with 


1 In the text of the Synops. of Tisch. it is omitted by mistake. 
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ver. 4 the section itself (which goes on to ver. 8, according to Ewald to ver. 
15) begins. [See Note IL, p. 25.] It is decisive in favor of this view, that 
with it there is nothing either to be supplied or to be put in parenthesis, 
and that it is in the highest degree appropriate not only to the simplicity of 
the style, but also to the peculiar historical standpoint of the author, see- 
ing that he places the beginning of the Gospel, @.¢., the first announcement of 
the message of salvation as te the Messiah having appeared—leaving out of view 
all the preliminary history in which this announcement was already included 
—in strictness only at the emergence of the Baptist ; but for this, on account 
of the special importance of this initial point (and see also the remarks on 
vv. 21-28), he even, contrary to his custom, elsewhere appends a prophetic 
utterance, in conformity with which that apy7 took place in such a way and 
not otherwise than is related in ver. 4 ff. Moreover, in accordance with this, 
since the history of that dpy4 itself does not begin till ver. 4, the want of a 
particle with éyévero, ver. 4, is quite inorder. Comp. Matt. 1. 2. If! we con- 
strue : adpyp . . . éyéveto Iwdvene Barrier, then o¢ yéypanta: «.t.A. becomes a 
parenthetical clause, in which case the importance of the Scripture proof has 
not due justice done to it, and the structure of the sentence becomes too com- 
plicated and clumsy for the simplicity of what follows. If we take merely 
ver. 1 as the superscription either of the first section only with Kuinoel and 
others, or of the entire Gospel with Erasmus,’ and others, then oc yéypantaz 
becomes protasis of éyévero «.7.2., but thereby the citation, instead of being 
probative of the apy7 laid down by Mark, becomes a Scripture proof for the 
emergence of John in itself, and-in that way loses its important bearing, see- 
ing that this emergence in itself did not need any scriptural voucher at all, 
and would not have received any, in accordance with Mark’s abstinence from 
adducing Old Testament passages. Finally, if we supply after ver. 1: jy, 
the beginning. . . was, as it stands written,® doubtless the want of the article 
with apy7is not against this course,* nor yet the want of a yap with éyévero— 
an asyndeton which would rather conduce to the lively impressiveness of 
the representation (comp. John i. 6) ; but it may well be urged that the 
supplying of jv is unnecessary, and even injurious to the vivid concrete rep- 
resentation. Moreover, in the very fact that Mark just commences his 
book with the emergence of the Baptist, there is ingenuously (without any 
purpose of contrast to other Gospels, without neutral tendency, or the like) 


‘With Fritzsche, Lachmann, Hitzig, 
Holtzmann. The conjecture of Lachmann 


the evangelist further added the familiar 
passage of Malachi. In this way at all 


(Stud. u. Kit, 1830, p. 84, and praefat. II. p. 
vi.), that vy. 2, 3 are a later interpolation, 
is critically quite unwarranted. According 
to Ewald and Weizsiicker, p. 105, ver. 2 f. is 
not from the hand of the first author, but 
is inserted by the second editor; in oppo- 
sition to which, nevertheless, it is to be re- 
marked that similar O. T. insertions, which 
might proceed from a second hand, are not 
found elsewhere in our Gospel. According 
to Holtzmann, p. 261, only the citation from 
Isaiah appeared in the primitive-Mark, and 


events,—as he allowed simply ¢v Heoaia to 
stand,—he would have appropriated to 
Isaiah what belongs to Malachi; and the 
difficulty would remain unsolved. There 
is therefore no call for the appeal to the 
primitive-Mark. 

2 So Bengel, Paulus, de Wette. 

8 Theophylact, Euthymius 
Vatablus, Maldonatus, 
and others. 

4 Sce Winer, p. 118 [E. T. 124]. 


Zigabenus, 
Jansen, Grotius, 


CHAP) i. 1-4" 15 


exhibited the original type of the view which was taken of the Gospel his- 
tory,—a type which again, after the terminus a quo had been extended in 
Matthew and Luke so as to embrace the preliminary histories, presents it- 
self in John, inasmuch as the latter, after his general introduction and even 
in the course of it (ver. 6), makes his historical commencement with the 
emergence of the Baptist. Undoubtedly, traditions of the preliminary his- 
tory were also known to Mark ; in leaving them unnoticed he does not re- 
ject them, but still he does not find in them—lying as they do back in the 
gloom prior to the great all-significant epoch of the emergence of John—the 
apx7 Tov evayy. —’Ijoot Xptorov] See on Matt. i. 1. When the genitive with 
evayy. 18 not a person, it is always genitive of the object, as evayy. tHe Baoi- 
elac, THC owTnplac K.t.A. (Matt. iv. 23 ; Eph. i. 18, vi. 15, ad.). If Ocod is as- 
sociated therewith, it is the genitive of the subject (i. 15 ; Rom. i. 1, xv. 16, 
al.), as is the case also when ov stands with it (Rom. ii. 16, xvi. 25 ; 1 Thess. 
1. 5, al.). But if Xpcorov is associated therewith (Rom. i. 9, xv. 19; 1 Cor. 
ix. 12, a/.), it may be either the genitive swbjecti (auctoris) or the genitive 
objectt, a point which must be determined entirely by the context. In this 
case it decides (see vv. 2-8) in favor of the latter. Taken as genitive sub- 
jecti (Ewald : ‘‘how Christ began to preach the gospel of God”), row ebayy. 
I. X. would have reference to ver. 14 f.; but in that case the non-origi- 
nality of vv. 2, 3 is presupposed. —vi0d +r. Ozoi] not as in Matt. i. 1, because 
Mark had primarily in his view Gentile-Christian readers ;’ see Introd. § 3. 
This designation of the Messiah is used in the believing consciousness of the 
metaphysical sonship of God (comp. on Matt. iii. 17), and that in the Pauline 
and Petrine sense (see on Matt. p. 44f.). The supernatural generation is by 
viov T. Ocod neither assumed (Hilgenfeld) nor excluded (K6stlin) ; even vi. 
3 proves nothing. — év ‘Hoaia] The following quotation combines Mal. iii. 1 
and Isa. xl. 3. In this case, instead of all sorts of hypotheses (see them in 
Fritzsche), we must abide by the simple admission, that by a mistake of 
memory (of which, indeed, Porphyry made a bitter use, see Jerome, ad Matt. 
iii. 3) Mark thought of the whole of the words as to be found in Isaiah,—a 
mistake which, considering the affinity of the contents of the two sayings, 
and the prevalence of their use and their interpretation, is all the more con- 
ceivable, as Isaiah was ‘‘ copiosior et notior,” ‘‘more full and better known” 
(Bengel). <A different judgment would have to be formed, if the passage 
of Isaiah stood jirst (see Surenhusius, xcaraAA. p. 45). Matt. xxvii. 9 was a 


1 The absence of viod r. cod in N, two 
min., and some Fathers (including Iren. 
and Or.) has not so much critical impor- 
tance as to warrant the deletion of these 
words by Tischendorf (ed. maj. viii.). In 
his Synopsis, Tischendorf had still rightly 
preserved them. The omission of them 
has just as little dogmatical reason as the 
addition would have had. But apxy tov 
evayy., as initself a complete idea, was taken 
together with the following ws yéyp.; and 
thence all the genitives, I. X. 0. 7. ©., which 
could be dispensed with, were passed over 


the more readily by reason of the homoeote- 
Jeuta. So stillin Ir. int.and Epiph. Others 
allowed at least “Incod Xpiorod to remain, 
or restored these words. Besides, viod r. 
@cod is precisely so characteristic of Mark’s 
Gospel in contradistinction to that of Mat- 
thew, that it could scarcely proceed from a 
transcriber, as, in fact. the very oldest vss. 
(and indeed ail vss.) have read it; for 
which reason merely a sporadic diffusion is 
to be assigned to the reading without viov 


tT, @eov. [See Note IIL, p. 25.] 
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similar error of memory. [See Note IV., p. 25.] According to Hengsten- 
berg, Olristol. IIL. p. 664, Mark has ascribed the entire passage to Isaiah, 
because Isaiah is the auctor primarius, to whom Malachi is related only as 
auctor secundarius, as expositor. A process of reflection is thus imputed to 
the evangelist, in which, moreover, it would be sufficiently strange that he 
should not have placed first the utterance of the auctor primarius, which is 
held to be commented on by that of the minor:prophet.—As to the two pas- 
sages themselves, see on Matt. iii. 8, xi. 10. The essential agreement in 
form of the first citation with Matt. xi. 10 cannot be used, in determining to 
which of the two evangelists the priority is due, as a means of proof ;’ it 
can only be used as a ground of confirmation, after a decision of this ques- 
tion has been otherwise arrived at. Just as little does the quotation form a 
proof for a primitive-Mark, in which, according to Holtzmann and others, it 
is alleged not to have held a place at all. — éyévero] might be connected with 
But the mention of the emergence of the Baptist is in keeping 
with the beginning of the history.* Hence : there appeared John, baptizing in 
the desert. [See Note V., p. 25 seq.] As to the desert (the well-known desert), 
see on Matt. iii. 1. — Barricya petavolac| a baptism involving an obligation to re- 
pentance (see on Matt. iii. 2), genitive of the characteristic quality. — sic ageow 
duapt.| Comp. Luke iii. 8. The aim of this baptism, in order that men, pre- 
pared for the purpose by the jerdvoia, should receive forgiveness of sins from 
the Messiah. Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus. This is not an addition derived 
from a later Christian view (de Wette, comp. Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1861, p. 61), but neither is it to be taken in such a sense as that John’s 
baptism itself secured the forgiveness (Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 606 ; 
Ewald). This baptism could, through its reference to the Mediator of 
the forgiveness who was approaching (John i. 29, 33, iii. 5; Acts ii. 38), 
give to those, who allowed themselves to be baptized and thereby under- 
took the obligation to repentance, the certain prospect of the ddecve which 
was to be received only through Christ—promising, but not imparting it. 
Matthew has not the words, the passing over of which betrays an exer- 
cise of reflection upon the difference between John’s and the Christian 
baptism. 

Vv. 5-8. See on Matt. iii. 4, 5, 11; Luke iii. 7 ff. Matthew enters more 
into detail on John the Baptist ; Mark has several particulars in a form 
more original. —raca 7 Iovd. .7.4.] ‘Iovd. is an adjective (see on John iii. 
22), and yépa is in contrast to the metropolis (see on John xi. 54 f.), the 
whole Judaean region, and the people of Jerusalem collectively. Tn raca and 
mavrec there isa popular hyperbole. — Ver. 6. Instead of éofiov, we must 


BauctiGav.? 


1 Anger and others, in favor of Matthew ; the Baptist was just preaching,” ete. The 


Ritschl and others, in favor of Mark. 

* Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Kuinoel, and 
others, see Heindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 273 
f.; Lobeck, ad Aj. 588; Kiihner, II. p. 40. 

5 Ewald (comp. Hitzig) connects éyévero 
with knpicowr, reading 6 Barrigwv in accord- 
ance with BLA & (comp. vi. 14), and omit- 
ting the subsequent kai with B, min. ‘John 


critical witnesses for these readings are 
not the same, and not sufficiently strong; 
there has evidently been an alteration in ac- 
cordance with Matt. ili.1. Tischendorf has 
rightly reverted to the Pecepta. 

4 Comp. John i. 6; 1 John ii. 18; 2 Pet. ii. 
1; Xen. Anad. iii. 4. 49, iv. 8. 29, al. Comp. 
mwapayiveror, Matt. iii. 1, and on Phil. ii. 7. 


CHAP. I., 9-13. mi 


write, with Tischendorf, éc0uv.1— Ver. 7. éoyera] present : ‘ut Christum in- 
telligas jam fuisse in via,” ‘‘that you may know Christ is already on the way,” 
Beza. — «iyac] belongs to the graphic character on Mark, whose delineation 
is here certainly more original than that of Matthew. —év rveiu. dyiw] The 
Jive, which Matthew (and Luke also) has in the connection of his more com- 
prehensive narrative, is not yet mentioned here, and thus there is wanting a ~ 
characteristic point, which, nevertheless, appears not to be original. Comp. 

John i. 33.” It would not have been ‘“‘ abrupt” (Holtzmann) even in Mark. 

Vv. 9-11. See on Matt. iii. 18-17; Luke iii. 21 f. —eic¢ rov "Iopddavyy] Con- 
ception of ¢mmersion. Not so elsewhere in the N. T.—eific] usual form in 
Mark ; we must, with Tischendorf, read it here also. It belongs to avaf.: 
immediately (after He was baptized) coming up. A hyperbaton (Fritzsche 
refers «19. to eide) just as little occurs here as at Matt. iii. 16. — ide] Jesus, 
to whom also éz’ airév refers (see on Matt. l.¢.). Mark harmonizes with Mat- 
thew,* who gives a further development of the history of the baptism, but 
whose statement : avedyOycav aité ol oip., ‘‘ the heavens were opened unto 
him,” presents itself in Mark under a more directly definite form. In op- 
position to the context, Erasmus, Beza, Heumann, Ebrard, and others hold 
that John is the subject. — cyifouévovc, conveying a more vivid sensuous im- 
pression than Matthew and Luke. — Lange’s poetically naturalizing process 
of explaining (LZ. J. II. 1, p. 182 ff.) the phenomena at the baptism of Jesus 
is pure fancy when confronted with the clearness and simplicity of the text. 
Tie transforms the voice into the sense of God on Christ’s part ; with which 
all the chords of His life, even of His life of hearing, had sounded in uni- ’ 
son, and the voice had communicated itself sympathetically to John also. 
The dove which John saw is held to have been the hovering of a mysterious 
splendor, namely, a now manifested adjustment of the life of Christ with 
the higher world of light; the stars withal came forth in the dark blue sky, 
festally wreathing the earth (the opened heaven). All the more jejune is 
the naturalizing of Schenkel: that at the Jordan for the first time the 
divine destiny of Jesus dawned before His soul like a silver gleam from 
above, etc. See, moreover, the Remark subjoined to Matt. ii. 17. 

Vv. 12, 18. See on Matt. iv. 1-11 ; Luke iv. 1 ff. — éxBarrec] He drives, 
urges Him forth ; yore graphic than the avjy67 of Matthew and the jyero of 
Lukeiv. 1. The sense of force and urgency is implied also in Matt. ix. 88. Ob- 
serve the frequent use of the vividly realizing praesens historicus, ‘ historical 
present.” — And He was there (éxei, see the critical [and supplementary] re- 
marks) in the desert (whither the Spirit had driven Him), 7.¢., in that region of 
the desert, during forty days, being tempted by Satan,—a manifest difference of 
Mark (comp. also Luke) from Matthew, with whom it is not till after forty 
days that the temptations legin. [See Note VI., p. 26.] Evasive interpreta- 
tions are to be found in Krabbe, Ebrard, and others, — cai qv eta tov Onpior] 


1 See on this poetical form, which occurs this form is to be read. 


also in the LXX. and Apocrypha, Duncan, 2%n opposition to Ewald, Késtlin, Holtz- 
Lex. ed. Rost, p. 457; Winer. p. 79 [E. T. mann, and others. 
86]; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 51 [E. T. 58]. 3In opposition to Strauss, Weisse, de 


Also at xii. 40, Luke vii. 83 f., x. 7, xxii. 30, Wette,. 
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and He was with the wild beasts. This is usually! taken as merely a graphic 
picture (according to de Wette : ‘‘ a marvellous contrast” to the angels) of 
the awful solitude ;? but how remote would such a poetic representation be 
from the simple narrative! No, according to Mark, Jesus is to be con- 
ceived as really surrounded by the wild beasts of the desert. He is threatened 
in a twofold manner ; Satan tempts Him, and the wild beasts encompass 
Him. The typical reference, according to which Christ is held to appear as 
the renewer of Paradise (Gen. i. 26), is not indicated by anything in the 
. text, and is foreign to it. The desert and the forty days remind us of 
Moses,* not of Adam. —oi wyyedor] The article denotes the category. — dunké- 
vouv avt@] There is no occasion at all, from the connection in Mark, to un- 
derstand this of the ministering with food, as in Matthew ; nor does the ex- 
pression presuppose the representation of Matthew (Weiss). On the con- 
trary, we must simply abide by the view that, according to Mark, is meant 
the help which gives protection against Satan and the wild beasts. There is in 
this respect also a difference from Matthew, that in the latter Gospel the 
angels do not appear until after the termination of the temptations. — The 
narrative of Christ’s temptation (regarding it, see on Matt. iv. 11, Remark) 
appears in Mark in its oldest, almost still germinal, form. It is remarkable, 
indeed, that in the further development of the evangelic history (in Mat- 
thew and Luke) the wonderful element 7 pera tHv Onpiov (which, according 
to Hilgenfeld, merely serves to color and embellish the meagre extract), 
should have remained unnoticed. But the entire interest attached itself to 
Satan and to his anti-Messianic agency. The brevity ® with which Mark re- 
lates the temptation, and which quite corresponds ° to the still undeveloped 
summary beginning of the tradition, is alleged by Baur to proceed from the 
circumstance that with Mark the matter still lay outside of the historical 
sphere. Against this we may decisively urge the very fact that he narrates 
it at all, and places the apy7 rod ciayy., ‘‘ beginning of the gospel,” earlier.” 
Ver. 14 f. See on Matt. iv. 12, 17; Luke iv. 14 f. —eie¢ r. Tadsd.] in 
order to be more secure than in the place where John had labored ; accord- 
ing to Ewald : ‘‘He might not allow the work of the Baptist to fall to 
pieces.” But this wouid not furnish a motive for His appearing precisely 
in Galilee.* In Matthew also the matter is conceived of as dvaydprorc, ‘a 
withdrawal.” — kyptcowr] present participle with 726ev.° — 1d edayy. Tod Ocoi] 


1 So also von Engelhardt (de Jesu Christi 
tentatione, Dorp. 1858, p. 5). 

2 Virg. Aen. iii. 646, and see Wetstein in Joc. 

3 Usteri in the Stud. u. Krit. 1834, p. 789; 
Gfrérer, Olshausen, comp. Bengel, and also 
Baur, Hvang. pp. 540, 564; Hilgenfeld, 
Hvang. p. 126; Schenkel, Holtzmann. 

4 Ex. xxiv. 48, xxxiy. 28; Deut. ix. 9, 18. 

5 Wor the idea that «. oi ayy. Sine. aire is 
only the closing sentence of an originally 
longer narration (Weisse, Hvangelienfr. p. 
168) is fanciful. Only the short, compact 
account is in-harmony with all that sur- 
rounds it. Weisse supposes that something 


has dropped out also after ver. 5 or 6, and 
after ver. 8. 

® How awkwardly Mark would here have 
epitomized, if he had worked as an epito- 
mizer! How, in particular, would he have 
left unnoticed the rich moral contents of 
the narrative in Matthew and Luke! 
Schleiermacher and de Wette reproach him 
with doing so. Comp. also Bleek. 

7 Comp. Késtlin, p. 322. 

8 See Weizsicker, p. 333. 

9 See Dissen, ad Pind. Ol. vii. 14, p. 81; 
Bornemann, ad Xen. Anabd. vii. 7. 17; Stall- 
baum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 116 C. 
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See on ver. 1. — érv] recitative. — 6 xarpéc] the period, namely, which was to 
last until the setting up of the Messiah’s kingdom, 6 xaspdc oiroc, x. 80. It 
is conceived of as a measure. See on Gal. iv. 4. — morebere év 76 ebayy.] Be- 
lieve on the gospel. The object of faith is conceived as that in which the 
faith is fixed and based. Fritzsche takes év as instrumental: ‘per evange- 
lium ad fidem adducimini,” ‘‘through the gospel ye are induced to believe.” 
This is to be rejected, since the object of the faith would be wanting, and 
since 76 evayy. is just the news itself, which Jesus gave in rexAfpwrat K.7.A. 
Vv. 16-20. See on Matt. iv. 18-22 (Luke v. 1 ff.). The narrative of 
Mark has the brevity and vividness of an original. Observe, however, how, 
according to all the evangelists, Jesus begins His work not with working 
miracles, but with teaching and collecting disciples.? This does not exclude 
the assumption that miracles essentially belonged to His daily work, and 
were even from the very beginning associated with His teaching, ver. 21 ff. 
—raptyor (see the critical remarks), as He passed along by the sea. This as 
well as audiBaar. év tr. Cay. (casting around) is part of the peculiar vividness 
of representation that Mark loves. — Ver. 19. kai airotc] et ipsos in nave, 
likewise in the ship. It does not belong to xaraprigovrac (the wsual view, in 
which there is assumed an imperfect comparison, which contemplates only 
the fishers’ occupation generally, comp. on Matt. xv. 8), but merely to év 76 
mholm, SO that xarapr. x.7.A. then subjoins a further circumstance. The for- 
mer explanation in the sense assigned to it would only be possible, if 
augeBaAr., in ver. 16, and xatapr. were included under one more general 
idea. — Ver. 20. werd tr. wic8or.] peculiar to Mark. Any special purpose for 
this accuracy of detail is not apparent. It is an arbitrary supposition that 
it is intended to explain how the sons might leave their father without 
undutifulness,* in reference to which de Wette charges Mark with taking 
away from their resolution its nobleness.1 It may, moreover, be inferred, 
that Zebedee carried on his business not altogether on a small scale, and 


1 As to mor. with év, see on Gal. iii. 26; 
Eph. i. 13; frequently in the LXX. 

2Comp. Weizsicker, p. 864. But the 
teaching begins with the announcement of 
the kingdom, which has as its presupposi- 
tion the Messianic self-consciousness (Weiz- 
sicker, p. 425). Without reason Schenkel 
maintains, p. 370, that Jesus cowld not at 
all have regarded Himself at the beginning 
of His work as the Messiah. He might do 
so, without sharing the political Messianic 
hopes. See Schleiermacher, LZ. J. p. 250 f.; 
Keim, Geschichtl. Chr.p.44f. But the view 
which makes the beginning of the teaching 
and miracle-working even precede the bap- 
tism (Schleiermacher) has absolutely no 
foundation in the N. T., not even in the 
history of the marriage feast at Cana. Nor 
yet can it be maintained, with Keim (p. 84), 
that the conviction of being the Messiah 
gained strength in Jesus gradually from 
His first emergence up to the decisiveness, 


which first makes itself manifest at Matt. 
xi., where He announces the present king- 
dom, no longer merely that which is ap- 
proaching. For the approaching kingdom is 
throughout—only according to a relative 
conception of time—from the beginning 
onward to Luke xxi. 31 to be taken in an 
eschatological reference ; and it presupposes, 
therefore, a Messianic self-certainty in the 
Son of man, who with this announcement 
takes up the preaching of the Baptist. 

3 Paulus, Kuinoel, de Wette, Bleek, and 
others. 

4 With greater truth, because more nat- 
urally, it might be said that that trait places 
in so much stronger a light the vestgnation 
of those who were called, seeing that they 
forsook a business so successfully prose- 
cuted. Comp. Ewald, p. 192. We may 
more surely affirm that it is just a mere 
feature of the detailed description peculiar 
to Mark. Comp. Weiss, /.¢. p. 652. 
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perhaps was not without means.’ Only no comparison with the ‘poverty 
of Peter” (Hilgenfeld) is to be imported. 

Vv. 21-28. Comp. Luke iv. 81-37, who in substance follows Mark ; in 
opposition to the converse opinion of Baur, see especially Weiss, p. 653. 
Matthew, freely selecting, has not the history, but has, on the other hand, 
the more striking casting out of demons contained in Mark v. 1 ff. Mark 
lays special stress on these healings. —It is only with ver. 21 that Mark’s 
peculiar mode of handling his materials begins,—the more detailed and 
graphic treatment, which presents a very marked contrast to the brevity of 
outline in the annalistic record of all that goes before. Perhaps up to this 
point he has followed an old documentary writing of this character ; and 
if this comprised also in its contents vv. 1-3, the introduction of the Bible 
quotation in vv. 2, 3, contrary to the usual custom of Mark elsewhere, is 
the more easily explained. And the fact that now for the first time an indepen- 
dent elaboration begins, is explained from the circumstance that precisely 
at this point Peter entered into the service of the Lord—from which point 
of time therefore begins what Peterin his doctrinal discourses had communi- 
cated of the doings and sayings of Christ, and Mark had heard and record- 
ed (fragment of Papias). 

Ver. 21. eiaropetorvrac] Jesus and His four disciples. According to Mark, 
they go away from the lake to Capernaum, not from Nazareth,? and not 
away from the mount (according to Matt. viii. 5). Matthew and Luke have 
differently restored the right historical sequence, the absence of which was 
felt in the abrupt report of Mark, ver. 21. They thus found here something 
of the éa, which the fragment of Papias pronounced to be wanting in réécc 
(see on Matt. Introd. p. 30 f.). — etféwe roic ca 8B. ] t.¢., immediately on the neat 
Sabbath, not: on the several Sabbaths,* which is forbidden by eiGéwe. 
odBBara, aS in li, 23; Matt. xii. 1; Luke iv. 6; Col. ii. 16. — édidaoxe] 
What, Mark does not say, for he is more concerned with the powerful im- 
pression, with the marvellous deed of the teaching, the general tenor of which, 
we may add, ver. 14 f. does not leave inany doubt. This synagogue-dis- 
course has nothing to do with the sermon on the Mount, as if it were 
intended to occupy the place of the latter (Hilgenfeld). 

Ver. 22. Comp. Matt. vii. 28 f., where the notice of Mark is reproduced 
unaltered, but placed after the sermon on the Mount; and Luke iv. 82, 
where the second part of the observation is generalized and divested of the 
contrast. It is very far-fetched, however, in Hilgenfeld, who in ver. 22 sees 
a sure indication of dependence on Matthew, to find in the fact, that Mark 
already here makes Capernauwm appear as the scene of the ministry of Jesus 
just as in ver. 29, the Petrine character of the Gospel. See, on the other 
hand, Baur in the theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 56 ff. — As to qv diddox. and d¢ éFove. 
éyov, see on Matt. vii. 28 f. 

Ver. 283 f. ’Ev rvebu. dxabdptw] to be connected closely with dvOpwro¢ : a 


1 Comp. xvi. 1; Luke viii. 8; John xix. ing Luke. 

27. 3 Euthymius Zigabenus, Wolf, and many 
? Thus Victor Antiochenus, Theophylact, others. 

Euthymius Zigabenus, and others, follow- 
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man in the power of an unclean spirit. As to the demoniacs, see on Matt. iv. 
24 ; and as to the miracles of Jesus in general, see on Matt. viii. 4. — avé- 
xpage| he cried aloud (see Winer, de verbor. cum praepos. compos. usu, III. 
p. 7), namely, the man, who, however, speaks in the person of the demon. 
Comp. Matt. viii. 29, where also, as here, the demon immediately discerns 
the Messiah. — juac] me and those like tome. ‘‘Communem inter se cau- 
sam habent daemonia,” ‘‘demons make common cause with each other,” 
Bengel. — aroiéoa:] by relegation to Hades, like Bacavica: in Matt. l.c. —6 
aytog Tov Oevd| the hallowed One of God (Jobn x. 36) nar’ éF0xAv,? a characteris- 
tic designation of the Messiah, which here proceeds from the consciousness 
of the unholy demoniac nature.* Ina lower sense priests and prophets were 
Gy.oe Tov Geov.4 The demon does not name Him thus as xotakebwv avrdév 
(Huthymius Zigabenus, and before him Tertullian), but rather by way of 
giving to His 726e¢ arotéoas nuac the impress of hopeless certainty. 

Ver. 25 f. Avré] to the demon, who had spoken out of the man.*—The 
demon, before he goes forth, once more gives vent to his whole fury on the 
man by tearing (orapdéav) him. Comp. ix. 26 ; Luke ix. 42. 

Ver. 27. Ipd¢ éavrotc] is equivalent to mpdc aAAgrove (Luke iv. 36). The 
reason why the reflexive is used, is the conception of the contradistinction to 
others (they discussed among one another, not with Jesus and His disciples).° 
Fritzsche explains : apud animum suum. But ovfyreiv stands opposed to 
this, designating as it does action in common, ix. 10, xii. 28 ; Luke xx. 23, 
xxiv. 15, al.; so also in the classics. — ri éore rovro ;] a natural demand in 
astonishment at what had happened for more precise information as to the cir- 
cumstances of the case.—In what follows we must read : didayy Kay Kat’ 
. avt6 ! See the critical remarks. 
{See also Note VII., p. 26.] They\give vent by way of exclamation to what 
has thrown. them into such astonishment and isso incomprehensible to them, 
and do soin the unperiodic mode of expression that is appropriate to excited 
feeling : a doctrine new in power ! and He commands the unclean spirits, etc.! 
They marvel at these tve marked points, as they have just perceived them 
in Jesus. Lachmann attaches kav’ éZovciav to kai toic rvebuact k.7.2. But this 
is manifestly opposed to the connection, according to which kav’ éZovciav 
looks back to the foregoing qv yap diWdcKov aitzode a¢ éEovoiay éywv. This ap- 
plies also in opposition to Ewald, who reads didayy caw : ‘‘ with new teach- 
ing He powerfully commands even the devils.” A confused identification 
of the teaching with the impression of the miraculous action is here ground- 
lessly discovered by Baur,’ and used as a proof of dependence on Luke iv. 


é£ovolav’ Kai Toic Tvebpace Tog aKaOaprolc . 


1 See on év Matthiae, p. 1141. Comp. v. demon’s declaration of the Messiahship of 


2;2 Cor. xii. 2; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 84 
[E. T. 96]. 

2 See Origen and Victor Antiochenus in 
Possini Catena. 

STuke iv. 34; Acts iv. 27; Rev. ili. 7; 
John yi. 69. 

4 See Knapp, Opusc. I. p. 33 f. 

5 To refer duuoOnrr, with Strauss, IT. p. 21, 
following older expositors, merely to the 


Jesus, is, in view of the general character 
of the word, arbitrary. It is the command 
of the victor in general: Be silent and go 
out! Strauss appeals to i. 34, iii. 12. But 
these prohibitions refer to the time after the 
going out. 

® See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20. 

7 Who holds that Mark has not been able 
to enter into Luke’s mode of view, but has 
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36. Even with the Recepta br: the two elements of the exclamation would 
be very definitely correlative to the two elements of the ministry of Jesus in 
the synagogue respectively. —xar’ é£ovciav] defines the reference of kaw : 
new in respect to power, which has never yet occurred thus with the impress 
of higher authorization. 

Ver. Tada.] not merely therefore into Galilee 
itself, but also into the whole region that surrounds Galilee. [See Note VUL, 
p- 26.| Comp. Luke iii. 3, viii. 37. This wide diffusion, the expression of 
which is still further strengthened by zavrayoi (see the critical remarks), is 
not at variance with the eific (Késtlin finds in the word ‘‘a mistaken fash- 
ion of exaggeration”), which is to be estimated in accordance with the lively 
popular mode of expression. Criticism becomes confused by the stress laid 
on such points. — ravrayov] with the verb of motion, as is often the case 
among the Greeks : every-whither. Comp. on diAayod, ver. 88.—It is to be 
observed, we may add, that this first miracle, which Mark and Luke relate, 
is not designated by them as the first. Hence there is no inconsistency with 
John ii. 11 (in opposition to Strauss). 

Vy. 29-39. In connection and narrative, Luke iv. 88-44 is parallel. 
compare also Matt. viii. 14-17, which proceeds by way of abridgment. 

Ver. 29 ff. See on Matt. viii. 14 f. — éZeAfdvrec] Jesus, Peter and Andrew. 
James and John are thereupon specially named as accompanying.—The 
short narrative is condensed, animated, graphic,’ not subjected to elabora- 
tion, against which view the mention of Andrew, whom Matthew and Luke 
omit as a secondary person, cannot well be urged. Comp. Weiss, p. 654. 

Ver. 382 f. ’Owiacg . . . 7Acoc¢] an exact specification of time (comp. Mat- 
thew and Luke) for the purpose of indicating that the close of the Sabbath 
had occurred. ‘‘Judaeos religio tenebat, quominus ante exitum sabbati 
aegrotos suos afferrent,” ‘‘ Religion restrained the Jews from bringing their 
sick before the close of the Sabbath,” Wetstein, and, earlier, Victor Antio- 
chenus. — zpd¢ aitév] presupposes that before the evening He has returned 
again to His own dwelling (ii. 1, 15). It is not Peter's house that is meant.— 
mavrac Tove x.T.A.] all whom they had.—Here and at ver. 34, as also at Matt. 
vill. 16, the naturally sick are distinguished from the demoniacs ; comp. iii. 
15. — 7 réduc 64m] comp. Matt. ili. 5.? 

Ver. 34, roAdode . . . 0424] therefore not all, which, nevertheless, does 
not presuppose attempts that were without result. It was already late, and 
in various cases, moreover, the conditions of healing might be wanting. — 
joe] as in xi, 16. Imperfect, from the form d¢éo, with the augment on the 
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But 


kept to the 8.50.7 of Jesus in the sense of 
Matthew, without himself rightly under- 
standing in what relation the cawy ddax7 
stood to the émuragcewwk.t.A. Baur, Markus- 
evang. p. 11; comp. theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 69 
f. See, on the other hand, Hilgenfeld, 
Evang. p. 128. 

1 In this point of view the sickness is de- 
noted by the words karéxeiro mupécc. as se- 
yere enough not to allow the event to be 


treated asa simple soothing of the over- 
excited nervous system (Schenkel). Mere 
psychological soothings of this kind would 
simply stand in utter disproportion to the 
sensation produced by Jesus as a worker 
of miracles. 

2So also in the classical writers (Thuc. 
vii. 82. 1; Soph. O. R. 179); comp. Nagels- 
bach, Anm, 2, Ilias, ed. 3, p. 103, 
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preposition ; see Winer, p. 74 [E. T. 81]. —Aateiv . . . rc] He allowed 
them not to speak, enjoined on them silence, because they knew Him. They 
would otherwise, had they been allowed to speak, have said that He was the 
Messiah. Kuinoel, Bleek, and others erroneously take it as if the expression 
The two verbs (comp. on John viii. 43 ; Rom. iii. 19) 
are never interchanged in the N. T., not even in such passages as Rom. xv. 
18; 2Cor. xi. 17 ; 1 Thess. i. 8 ; hence ‘‘ to say that” is never expressed by 
Aaweiv, btt. —As to the reason of the prohibition, see on y. 48 and Matt. 
vill. 4. 

Vv. 35-89. Luke iv. 42-44 is less characteristic and more generalized. — 
&yvuyov Alav] when tt was still very dark. évvvyov is the accusative neuter of 
the definition of time, as cfuepov, aipiov, véov, etc. The word itself is often 
found also in classical writers, but not this adverbial use of the accusative 
neuter." Comp. évvvydrepov, Aesop, Fab. 79. The plural form évvvya (in 
Lachmann and Tischendorf, folowing BC DL &, min.) is, however, de- 
cisively attested, although likewise without sanction from Greek usage ;? in 
Soph. Aj. 930, rdvvvya is adjective. —é&jAbe] out of his house, ver. 29. 
Comp. ii. 1. —xarediwfay] only occurring here in the N. T., more significant 
than the simple form, expressive of the following wp till they reached Him.* — 
cat of we’ avtov|] Andrew, John, and James, ver. 29. Under this expression is 
already implied the conception of the historical prominent position of Peter. 
But such an expression does not betray any special Petrine tendency of the 
Gospel. — rayrec] puts Jesus in mind of the multitude of yesterday, vv. 32, 
34. — adAayoi| with a verb of direction, comp. ver. 28 and on Matt. ii. 22. 
The following ei¢ rac éyou. Kouor., into the nearest * villages, is a More pre- 
cise definition of aAAayov. — kapordiec] villages, only used here inthe N. T., 
but see the passages in Wetstein. — cic roito yap é&7Aov] for that (namely, 
to preach abroad also) és the object for which I have left the house, ver. 35. 
Schenkel invents here quite a different connection. In opposition to the 
context, others understand éf7A@ov of having come forth from the Father.° 
A harmonizing with Luke iv. 43. 

Ver. 39. Kyptocov eic tac ovvaywy. abtov x.t.2.] There is the conception of 
direction in cic : announcing (the Gospel) into their synagogues. [See Note 
TX., p. 26.] He is conceived of as coming before the assembly in the syna- 
gogue and speaking to them.* The following eic¢ dAyv ryv TadsAaiav specifies 
the geographical field, into which the xypbacew etc tac cvvaywy ait. extended. 
Comp. xiii. 10 ; Luke xxiv.47. We may add that this tour is not invented 
by Mark as a happier substitute for the Gadarene journey of Matt. viii., as 


was Aéyew . . . Ott. 


13 Mace. v. 5; see, however, Grimm in 
loc. 

2 Hesychius has the adverb vvxa, equiva- 
lent to vi«rwp. 

3 Thue. ii. 84.3; Polyb. vi. 42. 1; Ecclus. 
Xxvii. 17; Ps. xxii. 18. 

4Herod. i. 184; Xen. Anabd. i. 8, iv. 9; 
Joseph. Antt. xi. 8. 6, and frequently ; 
comp. Acts xiii. 44, xxi. 26. See Borne- 
mann, Schol. in Lue. iy, 23, y. 35, and in the 


Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 127; Fritzsche, ad 
Mare. p. 22. 

5So Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus, 
Grotius, Bengel, Lange, and others; comp. 
Baumgarten-Crusius. 

6 Comp. the well-known modes of expres- 
sion: és rov djmov eimety, Thuc. v. 45, eis Thy 
otpatiay eimetvy, Xen. Anabd. y. 6. 87; John 
vill. 26, ratra Aéyw eis Tov KOgHov, Comp. 
xiy. 10; Rom. xvi. 26. 
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Hilgenfeld assumes it to be, which is a vagary in the interest of antagonism 
to the independence of Mark. Holtzmann appropriately observes that vv. 
35-39 is one of the most telling passages in favor of Mark’s originality. 

Vv. 40-45. Comp. on Matt. viii. 2-4, where this history follows imme- 
diately after the sermon on the Mount, and that in a shorter, more compre- 
hensive form in accordance with Mark. In Luke (v. 12 ff.) the narrative of 
the draught of fishes is previously inserted. — yovurerav airév] See on Matt. 
xvii. 14. — Ver. 41.' oxiayyvic6.] subordinated to the participle éxreivac.? — 
Ver. 42. axqAGev an’ aitov| so also Luke. But he has omitted the following 
x. éxafap., to which Matthew has adhered. — Ver. 48. éuBpiunody. ait] after 
He had been angry at him, wrathfully addressed him (comp. xiv. 5, and on 
Matt. ix. 30). We are to conceive of a vehement begone now ! away hence! 
With this is connected also the forcible ¢éBatev. Observe the peculiar way 
in which Mark depicts how Jesus with very earnest zeal desired and urged 
the departure of the man that was healed. Moreover, the statement that 
the cure took place in a house (éBaAev) is peculiar to Mark, who in the en- 
tire narrative is very original and cannot be following the colorless narra- 
tive of Luke (Bleek). It is true that, according to Lev. xiii. 46, comp. 
Num. v. 2, lepers were forbidden to enter into a house belonging to other 
people ;° but the impulse towards Jesus and His aid caused the sick man to 
break through the barrier of the law, whence, moreover, may be explained 
the hurried and vehement deportment of Jesus. — Ver. 44. As to the pro- 
hibition, see on Matt. viii. 4, and on Mark vy. 43. — The prefixing of ceauréy 
(thyself) is in keeping with the emotion, with which the withdrawal of the 
person is required, — epi tov xabap. cov] on account of thy cleansing, %.e., in 
order to become Levitically clean. — Ver. 45. Comp. Luke v. 15 f. Mark 
has peculiar matter. — éeAfdv| from the house. Comp. ver. 43. — %pEaro]} 
evyvouov Ov 6 Aexpdc, obk Hvécyero ary} Kadbpas THY evepyeoiav, ‘* Being well-dis- 
posed the leper could not bear to hide the good deed in silence,” Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus. The beginning of this breach of the imposed silence is 
made prominent. — rov Adyov| Euthymius Zigabenus : 6év eipyxev adto 6 Xpic- 
roc, dndady Td 0420, Kadapicbyrs, ‘which Christ hath spoken to him, 
plainly the ‘I will ; be thou made clean.’” So also Fritzsche. But Mark, 
in order to be intelligible, must have led men to this by a more precise 
designation pointing back to it. It is the story, i.e., the narrative of the 
occurrence (Luther appropriately has the history), not.: thematter (so usually ; 
even de Wette and Bleek), which Aéyoc in the N. T. never directly means 
(not even at il. 2, viii. 82 ; Luke i. 4; Acts x. 86); as, indeed, also in 
classical writers (see Wolf, ad Dem. Lept. p. 277) it never absolutely means 
the matter in itself, but the point spoken of, the state of things that is wnder 
discussion, or the like.* — yyxér:] no longer, as He could hitherto, — divacbac] 


1 Tf the leper had come to Jesus when he mouth of Peter. 


was already substantially healed, as Schen- 2 See Winer, p. 808 [E. T. 844] ; Dissen, ad 
kel in spite of ver. 45 thinks probable, what Dem. de Cor. p. 249. 

charlatanry would the Lord have been 3 See Ewald in loc., and Alterth. p. 180. 
practising at ver. 41 f.! And yet, even ac- | 4 As to the distinction between Asyos and 


cording to Schenkel (p. 873), Mark is as- oyun, see Bremi, ad Jsocr. Paneg. p. 82. 
sumed to have had the narrative from the 
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moral possibility, if, namely, He would not occasion any tumult. — xa/] 
not : and yet,’ but the simple and. Instead of going publicly into the city, 
’ He was outside in solitary places, and people came to Him from all quarters. 
A simple account of what was connected with His sojourn in the solitude ; 
He did not withdraw from tiis concourse, but He would not excite any 
sensation in the city. 


Notes py AMERICAN Eprror. 


II. Punctuation of vv. 1-4. 


The verses are pointed variously, in accordance with the different views of 
the grammatical connection. Tischendorf places acomma at the end of ver. 1, 
and a period at the close of ver. 3, thus agreeing with Meyer’s view. W. and 
Hort place ver. 1 by itself as a title, putting a comma at the end of ver. 3, thus 
making vv. 2, 3 a protasis, This is the view of the R. V. Weiss ed. Mey. re- 
gards ver. 1 as the title of the entire Gospel, and not of the first section only. 
The lexical objection to this, namely, that the word eiayyéAcov in the N. T. 
never means a book, he meets by referring the term to the contents of the glad 
tidings. 

Til. Ver. 1. viov deov. 


The article is omitted in8* B DL, and rejected by those recent critics who re- 
tain the phrase. W. and Hort regard the longer reading as Alexandrian, the 
later form with the article as Syrian ; they omit the entire phrase in their text, 
but put viod Oeov in the margin. The R. V. reverses this ; and with good 
reason. The evidence against the longer reading is slight. Irenaeus has both 
readings, and his testimony is therefore invalidated. But Origen is the main 
witness for the early existence of the briefer reading. 


IV. Ver. 2. év 76 ‘Hoaig 76 mpodytn. 


The evidence for this reading is decisive, yet the R. V. retains the plural in 
the margin. Meyer seems to reject the first tr, which is found in 8 BL A338, 
etc. — The admission of a mistake of memory on the part of Mark, in thus nam- 
ing Isaiah, seems unwarranted. Mark was a Jew of Jerusalem, a companion in 
labor first of Paul, then of Peter, acquainted previously with the latter (see 
Introd. §1). That he should forget the author of a prophecy applied to John 
the Baptist by our Lord Himself, is to the last degree unlikely. The Jews were 
very familiar with the O. T., and especially did the early Christian preachers 
make use of it. Mark may not have had all the habits of an author of the 
present century, but he would probably ‘‘ verify his references.” 


V. Ver. 4. 6 BarriGov x.T.A. 


The article is found in 8 B L A 33, Copt., accepted by recent critical editors 
(so Weiss ed. Meyer), and R.V. W.and Hort omit, mainly on the authority of 
Band 33, The latter reading compels us to give 6 Banti~uv a substantive force 


1 Kuinoel, de Wette, Bleek, and others. 
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(comp. chap. vi. 14, 24), and to take xypicowv as a modal participle qualifying 
éyéveto, with which verb éy r@ ép7um would then be more naturally connected ; 
so Weiss ed. Mey. Retaining the well-sustained «ai, the R. V. properly ren- 
ders : ‘‘ who baptized in the wilderness and preached,”’ etc. 


VI. Ver. 18. év 7 épjuy x.7.A. 


Meyer retains éxez? against decisive evidence.—It is uncertain whether ‘forty 
days’’ should be connected with “was” or ‘tempted ;” probably with both, as 
the position of the phrase allows. The ‘difference’ of Mark (and Luke) from 
Matthew is fancied. The last named evangelist says that ‘‘Jesus was led up 
of the Spirit into the wilderness to be tempted of the devil” (Matt. iv. 1). He 
then tells of the fasting. Luke combines both points : the continued tempta- 
tion and the final specific assaults (Luke iv. 1-13). If this constitutes a real 
difference, all ordinary legal testimony is invalidated. 


VII. Ver. 27. diday7 xav7y, k.T.A. 


The punctuation of Lachmann is on the whole preferable, as more accord- 
ant with Mark’s vivacious style, as giving emphatic position to kar’ éovciav, 
and also to cai (here used with ascensive force). So R. V., which even allows 
an exclamation point: ‘‘a new teaching! with authority he commandeth even 
the unclean spirits,” ete. Meyer's view of the connection is contrary to his 
habit of joining prepositional qualifications with verbs rather than nouns ; the 
explanation, ‘‘new in respect to power,” is very artificial. 


VIII. Ver. 28. rv repiywpov tig TadsAaiac. 


The RB. V. renders: ‘‘ the region of Galilee round about,” while the A. V. 
has: ‘the region round about Galilee.” The formeris preferable (against 
Meyer). The word repiywpoc is strictly an adjective, and the feminine article 
shows that y#v isto be supplied. TaAcAaiag is then the appositional genitive 
usual in such cases. N.T. usage allows other genitives to follow, but the name 
of the country in the genitive is more naturally explained asabove. Weiss ed. 
Mey. properly objects to Meyer’s view that it takes éi¢ in the sense of ‘‘as far 
as.” 


IX. Ver. 89. nai 7A0ev knptoowr ei¢ Tac ovvaywyde. 


The above reading is abundantly attested. Meyer accepts eic, but takes no 
notice of 7A9ev, which is found in 8 BL Copt. The received reading (jv) was 
probably taken from Luke, and then eic substituted for év. This will account 
for the state of the evidence. So recent editors, including Weiss ed. Mey. 
R. V. Meyer’s explanation must be modified in accordance with the cor- 
rected text. The R. V. joins “into their synagogues,’’ etc., with ‘‘came,”’ 
connecting the participles together : ‘preaching and casting out devils.” 
This gives the sense, but not with grammatical accuracy. The thought seems 
to be: ‘*He came throughout all Galilee, entering into (etc) and preaching in 
their synagogues, and casting out demons,”’ The order of the Greek gives em- 
phasis to the last clause ; so Weiss, 
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Ver. 1. The order eiofA%e madw (Fritzsche, Lachm. Scholz) would need to be 
adopted on decisive evidence. But Tischendorf has ciceA#dv rd2w without the 
subsequent kai, which Lachm. brackets. Rightly ; the attestation by BDL, 
min, vss. is sufficient ; the Recepta is an attempt to facilitate the construction 
by resolving it. — ei¢ olxov] Lachm. Tisch. [W. and Hort, R. V.] have év otk, 
following B DL 8, min. An interpretation. — Ver. 4. [Tisch., W. and Hort, 
Weiss, R. V. marg., with & B L, 33, Copt. Vulg., read xpocevéyxa:l— é¢’ 0] 
Lachm.: dzov, according to BD L &. So now also Tisch. [recent editors]. Me- 
chanical repetition from the foregoing.— Ver. 5. d¢éwvtac] B 28, 33 have dglevrac. 
So Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors] here and at ver. 9 (where also & has the 
same reading). But B has the same form at Matt. ix. 2. An emendation.— 
Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have oo} ai duaptiat cov, the latter bracketing cov. But 
BDGLA 8, min. have cov ai duapria: (Griesb, Fritzsche, Tisch.). [So recent 
editors, R. V.] This reading is in Matt. ix. 2 exposed to the suspicion of 
having been taken up from ver. 5, where the Recepta has but very weak attesta- 
tion, and from Matthew it easily passed over into our passage. There is the 
same diversity of reading also at ver. 9, but with the authorities so divided 
that in ver. 5 and ver. 9 only the like reading is warranted. — Ver. 7. Aaie 
GAaognuiac] Lachm. Tisch, read Aisi; BAacdnuci, following BDL &, Vulg. It. 
Rightly ; the Recepta has smoothed the expression in accordance with Luke. — 
Ver. 8. obrwc] is deleted by Lachm. upon too weak evidence. — airoiis adopted 
after odtw¢ by Bengel, Matt. Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz on very considerable 
evidence (A CT A, etc.). Being unnecessary and not understood, it was passed 
over. [Rejected by Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort.] — Ver. 9. éyecpe] Elz. Rinck 
have éyevpa: (1st aorist middle). The former is here quite decisively attested, 
and, indeed, in all places éyeype is to be written, the active form of which 
the transcribers did not understand (see on Matt. ix. 5), and converted it 
into the middle forms éyecpa: and éyelpov (B L 28 have here the latter form), 
[Treg., W. and Hort : éye(pov here ; in Matt. ix. 5, 6 éyepe.] The middle form 
éyeipecte is in stated use only in the plural (Matt. xxvi. 46 ; Mark xiv. 42 ; John 
xiv. 31), which affords no criterion for the singular. — After éyecpe EJz. Lachm. 
Tisch. have cai, which C D L, min. vss. omit. An addition in accordance with 
Matt. ix. 5; Luke v. 23. — Instead of cov Tov cpaBB. we must read, with Lachm. 
Scholz, Tisch., in accordance with decisive testimony, Tov kp. cov. — napindrec] 
Tisch. viii : iraye, but against such decisive weight of evidence, that repurdret 
is not to be regarded as derived from the parallel passages, but imaye is to be 
referred to a gloss from ver. 11. — Ver. 10. Elz. has éxi rij¢ yij¢ after aguévar. So 
AEFGal. But Bhas a¢. au. éxit. y.; CD LMA 8, al. min. vss. have éx? 
tT. y. ad. a. So Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., viii. [W. and Hort 
agree with B in their text (so Weiss) ; and with 8 in their margin.] The latter 
isa reading conformed to Matthew and Luke. The various readings have 
arisen through omission (Augustine) and diversity in the restoration of én? r. y. 
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The Recepta is to be restored, as there was no reason, either in the passage it- 
self or from the parallel passages, for separating dgévar and duapriag from one 
another by the insertion of ém? r. y. — Ver. 15. The reading x. yiverac kutaxeiobac 
(Tisch.) is based on BL 8, and is to be preferred ; éyévero is from Matthew, 
and év 7@ is explanatory. — Ver. 16. x. of ypayp. x. of ®apic.] Tisch. : x. ypap- 
pateic TOv Papioaiwr, following BL A &, Lachm. in the margin. Rightly ; the 
Recepta arose from the usual expression. But we are not, with Tisch. (follow- 
ing the same testimony), to insert «ai before idévrec, as this cai owes its origin 
to the erroneous connection of ca? ypauu. With 7«oAov§. — The simple 67: (Tisch.), 
instead of ri dr, is too feebly attested. [See Note XIII., p. 86.]—- «ai river] is 
wanting, no doubt, in B D %&, min. Cant. Vere. Ver. Corb. 2 (bracketed by 
Lachm. [omitted by W. and Hort, text, Weiss, R. V., marg.], but was omitted on 
account of Matt. ix. 11, from which place, moreover, C L D 8&, min. vss. 
Fathers have added 6 diddoxarog duov. — Ver. 17. After duapr. Elz. has ei¢ peta- 
vocav, Which on decisive testimony is deleted as an addition from Luke vy. 32 by 
Griesb. and the later editors. — Ver. 18. Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. 
Fritzsche have rightly adopted oi @apioaior instead of the Recepla oi ra bapioaiwr. 
The former has decisive testimony in its favor, the latter is from Luke y. 33.— 
oi TOv] Tisch. : of pabnrat tov, following B C* L &, 33. Rightly ; the super- 
fluous word was passed over. — Ver. 20. Instead of the Recepta exeivaig Taig 
nuépacc (Which Fritzsche maintains), éxeivy 77 yuépa is received by Griesb. 
Lachm. Scholz, Tisch. according to decisive evidence. The plural is from 
what precedes. — Ver. 21. The Recepta is xa) oddeic, against decisive witnesses, 
which have not «at. — énl iwatiw mada] Lachm. and Tisch. : ém iwdriov radatov, 
according to BC DL 8, 33. Rightly ; it was altered in conformity with Matt. 
ix, 16. — aipes .) rAjpwpa aitov 70 Kawov Tod TaAaiod] Many variations. A K A, 
min. Syr. p. : aipes an’ avtov 76 TA, TO Kalvov Tov ra2.; BLS (yet without the 
first 76), min. Goth. : aipe: 76 TA. am’ abtov (B: ad’ EavTod) rd Kav, Tov Tad. (sO 
Lachm. and Tisch.) ; D, min. vss. : aipev 70 TA. TO Katvov ard Tov rad. (so Rinck). 
[Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., agree with Tisch.] The Recepia is to be rejected 
no less than the reading of D, etc. Both are from Matthew. Of the two read- 
ings that still remain, that of A, etc., is to be preferred, because in that of 
Lachm, and Tisch. the collocation of aipe: ro mA. likewise betrays its being 
shaped according to Matthew. Hence we read: aipe: az’ aitod 7d TANNA TO 
Kawov tov Tahaiod. — Ver. 22. pyocer| Lachm. p7fer, following BC D L 8, 33, 
Vulg. codd. of It. Soalso Tisch. From Luke v. 37, whence also subsequently 
has come 6 véoc, which Lachm. and Tisch. have deleted. [Treg., W. and Hort, 
R. V., agree with Tisch. in both readings, Weiss in the latter only. ] — cai 6 olvec 
. . . BAntéov] Instead of this there is simply to be read, with Tisch., follow- 
ing BLD, codd. of It.: kat 6 olvog andAAvtat Kat oi doxoi (B & leave out of 
GAAd «.7.2. only BAnrévv). [W. and Hort give in brackets the reading of B and 
Aleph, which is accepted in R. V. So Weiss, ed. Mey., who justly says that 
only BAntéov of the Rec. is taken from Luke.] The Recepia is from the 
parallels. — Ver. 23. xaparop| Lachm. diarop., following B C D. But comp. 
Luke vi. 1. — 66dv roveiv] Lachm.: ddoroeivy, only after B G H.— Ver. 24. év] 
is on decisive evidence condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
From ver. 23. — Ver. 25. ai%réc] after the first «ai is suspected by Griesb., 
bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch. It is wanting indeed 
inBCDL¥8, min. vss., but it was very easily mistaken in its reference, and 
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passed over as cumbrous and superfluous, the more especially as it does not 
appear in the parallels. [Rejected, however, by Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., re- 
tained by Weiss.] — Ver. 26. émi ’AGid8ap rod dpytep.]is wanting in D, 271, Cant. 
Ver. Vere. Vind. Corb. 2. Condemned, after Beza, by Gratz (neuer Versuch, d. 
Enist. d. drei erst. Ev. 2. erkl. p. 196), and Wassenbergh in Valckenaer, Schol. 
I. p. 23. An omission on account of the historical difficulty and the par- 
allel passages. Only rod before apy. has decisive evidence against it, and is 
rightly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [Treg, text, W. and Hort, R. V. text.] 


Vv. 1-12. Comp. on Matt. ix. 1-8; Luke v. 17-26. At the foundation 
of both lies the narrative of Mark, which they follow, however, with free- 
dom (Matthew more by way of epitome), while not only Matthew but Luke 
also falls short of the vivid directness of Mark.—According to the reading 
eloeAGév (see the critical remarks), this participle must be taken as anacolu- 
thic, in accordance with the conception of the logical subject of the follow- 
ing : it was heard that He, etc.’ — dv jyepov] interjectis diebus, after the lapse 
of intervening days. See on Gal. ii. 1. — ele olxov éo7c] just our: ‘‘ He is 
into the house.” [See Note X., p. 86.] The verb of rest assumes the pre- 
vious motion; xiii. 16; John i. 18; Herod. i. 21, al. The house where 
Jesus dwelt is meant (but not expressly designated, which would have re- 
quired the use of the article).—Ver. 2. wyxér:] from the conception of the 
increasing crowd. — y79dé| not even the space at the door, to say nothing of 
the house. Kdéstlin, p. 839, arbitrarily finds exaggeration here. — rov Adyor] 
Kav’ é€oyfv : the Gospel. Comp. villi. 82; Luke i. 2, al.—Vv. 38, 4. Here 
also Mark has the advantage of special vividness. Jesus is to be conceived 
of as in the wpper chamber, bxepGov (where the Rabbins also frequently taught, 
Lightfoot in loc.; Vitringa, Synag. p. 145 f.). Now, asthe bearers could not 
bring the sick man near * to Him through the interior of the house by reason of 
the throng, they mounted by the stair, which led directly from the street to 
the roof, up to the latter, broke up—at the spot under which He was in the 
imepgov—the material of which the floor of the roof consisted, and let down 
the sick man through the opening thus made. The conception that Jesus 
was in the vestibule, and that the sick man was lowered down to Him after 
breaking off the parapet of the roof (Faber, Jahn, Késter, Imman. p. 166), 
is at variance with the words (areoréyacav tiv otéynv, comp. Luke v. 19), and 
is not required by ver. 2, where the crowd has filled the fore-court because 
the house itself, where Jesus is tarrying, is already occupied (see above on 
pndé, ver. 2) ; and a curious crowd is wont, if its closer approach is already 
precluded, to persevere steadfastly in its waiting, even at a distance, in the 
hope of some satisfaction. Moreover, the fact of the unroofing is a proof that 
in that house roof and upper chamber were either not connected by a door (comp. 


1See Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 256 [E. T. Tischendorf, mpocevéyxa, following BL &, 
298]. min. yss., is a correct interpretation of the 
2 See Buttmann, p. 286 [E. T. 333]. Comp. word, which only occurs here in the N. T. 
even eis dduous pévery, Soph. Aj. 80, and This view is more in keeping with the vivid 
Lobeck in doc. ; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. 587. description than the usual intransitive ac- 
3 Tpoceyyicar, active (Aquila, 1 Sam. xxx.  cedere, 
7; Lucian, Amor. 53), hence the reading of 


* 
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Joseph. Antt. xiv. 15. 12), or that the door was too narrow for the passage of 
the sick man upon his bed (Hug, Gutacht. II. p. 23) ; and it is contrary to the 
simple words to conceive, with Lightfoot and Olshausen, only of a widening 
of an already existing doorway. Mark is not at variance with Luke (Strauss), 
but both describe the same proceeding ; and the transaction related by both 
bears in its very peculiarity the stamp of truth, in favor of which in the 
case of Mark the testimony of Peter is to be presumed, and against which 
the assertion of the danger to those who were standing below (Woolston, 
Strauss, Bruno Bauer) is of the less consequence, as the lifting up of the 
pieces of roofing is conceivable enough without the incurring of that risk, 
and the whole proceeding, amidst the eager hurry of the people to render 
possible that which otherwise was unattainable, in spite of all its strange- 
ness has no intrinsic improbability. —As to «paé@Baroc, or xpaBaroc, or KpaBar- 
roc (Lachmann and Tischendorf), a cowch-bed, a word rejected by the Atti- 
cists, see Sturz, Dial. Mac. p. 175 f.; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 62 £.— adéwvra 
«.T.A.] See on Matt. ix. 2.—Ver. 6. rv ypaypar.] Socorrectly also Matthew. 
But Luke introduces already here (too early, seein Markii. 16) the Pharisees as 
well. As to dcatoyig. comp. on Matt. xvi. 7.—Ver. 7. According to the reading 
Baaconuet (see the critical remarks), this word answers to the question, What 
speaketh this man thus ? by saying what He speaks. — oiroc ow] this man in this 
manner, an emphatic juxtaposition. The former is contemptuous (Matt. 
xiii. 54) ; the latter designates the special and surprising manner, which is 
immediately pointed out in what follows.—Ver. 8. Observe the intentional 
bringing into prominence of the immediate knowledge of the thoughts.— 
airof] is not the unaccented they, but designates with év éavroic, ipsi in semet 
ipsis, the element of self-origination, the cogitationes sua sponte conceptas. 
[See critical note.] — As to vv. 9-12,! see on Matt. ix. 5-8, 33. — aol 2éyo] 
cot prefixed with emphasis, because the speaker now turns to the sick man. 
Comp. Luke v. 24. According to Hilgenfeld, the ‘‘awkward. structure of 
the sentence,” ver. 10 f., betrays the dependence on Matt. ix. 6. Why, 
then, not the converse ? —xai dpag x.7.A. | Thus the assurance of the remission 
of sins, according to Schenkel, must bave stimulated the paralyzed elasticity 
of the nerves! A fancy substituted for the miracle.—otrwc . . . eidouev] 
not equivalent to rovotro eld. (see on Matt. ix. 33), but : so we have never seen, 
1.¢e., @ sight in such a fashion we have never met with. Comp. the frequent 


1 Respecting the Messianic designation— 
which presupposes Messianic consciousness 
—coming from the mouth of Jesus: 6 vids 
Tov avOpwrov, see On Matt. viii. 20, and the 
critical exposition of the different views by 
Holtzmann in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1865, 
p. 212 ff., and Weizsicker, p. 426 ff. Observe, 
however, that the passage before us, where 
Jesus thus early and in the face of His ene- 
mnies, before the people and before His dis- 
ciples, and in the exercise of a divine plen- 
ary power, characterizes Himself by this 
Danielic appellation, does not admit of the 
set purpose of veiling that has been ascribed 


to His use of it (Ritschl, Weisse, Colani, 
Holtzmann, and others). For the disciple 
especially the expression, confirmed as it is, 
moreover, by John from his own lively rec- 
ollection (see on Johni. 41), could not but 
be from the outset clear and unambiguous, 
and the confession of Peter cannot be re- 
garded as the gradually ripened fruit of the 
insight now for the first time dawning. See 
on Matt. xvi. 13,17. How correctly, more- 
over, the people knew how to apprehend 
the Danielic designation of the Messiah, is 
clearly apparent from John xii. 34. 
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d¢ dpare. It is not even requisite to supply ri (Fritzsche), to say nothing of 
mentally adding the manifestation of the kingdom of God, or the like. 

Vv. 13-17. See on Matt. ix. 9-18 ; Luke v. 27-32. Matthew deals with 
this in the way of abridgment, but he has, nevertheless, retained at the end 
of the narrative the highly appropriate quotation from Hos. vi. 6 (which | 
Luke, following Mark, has not), as an original element from the collection 
of Logia. [See Note X1., p. 36.] — 2&7A6e] out of Capernaum. Comp. ver. 1. 
— rad] looks back to i. 16. — Mark has peculiar to himself the statements 
mapa T. Oddaccav as far as édidackey avtobc, but it is arbitrary to refer them to 
his subjective conception (de Wette, comp. Késtlin, p. 835). — Ver. 14. rapayur] 
in passing along, namely, by the sea, by the place where Levi sat. Comp. 
ver. 16.— On Levi (t.e., Matthew) and Alphaeus, who is not to be identified 
with the father of James,’ see Introd. to Matthew, § 1. Hilgenfeld, in his 
Zeitschr, 1864, p. 301 f., tries by arbitrary expedients to make out that Levi 
was not an apostle. — Ver. 15. év rt olxia aitov] is understood by the expos- 
itors of the house of Levi.? Comp. Vulg.: ‘‘in domo dilius.” [See Note 
XII., p. 36.] In itself this is possible, but even in itself improbable, since by 
atréy just before Jesus was meant ; and it is to be rejected, because subse- 
quently it is said of those who sat at meat with Him, just as it was previous- 
ly of Levit: jKodobOyoav aité. Moreover, the absolute catécaz (to invite), ver. 
17, which Matthew and Mark have, while Luke adds eic¢ erdvoray, appears 
as a thoughtful reference to the host, the xade7v on whose part will trans- 
plant into the saving fellowship of His kingdom. Accordingly, the account 
in Matthew (see on Matt. ix. 10) has rightly taken up Mark’s account which 
lies at its foundation, but Luke has not (v. 29). It is not indeed expressly 
said in our text that Jesus went again into the city ; this is nevertheless in- 
directly evident from the progress of the narrative (rapdywv .. . . 7KoA0bMyoav 
are... . KaTaxeioOat k.t.A.). —Hoav yap roAdol x.7.A.] A statement serving to 
elucidate the expression just used : roAdol reAGvar k.7.2., and in such a way 
that 7oay is prefixed with emphasis : for there were many (red. Kk. auapt.)3 
there was no lack of a multitude of such people, and they followed after 
Jesus. Against the explanation of Kuinoel, Fritzsche, de Wette, Bleek : 
aderant, it may be at once decisively urged that such an illustrative state- 
ment would be unmeaning, and that 7KoA0tjcoav may not be turned into a 
pluperfect. And mentally to supply with joav, as Bleek does : at the calling 
of Levi, is erroneous, because the narrative lies quite beyond this point of 
time. —Ver. 16. The corrected reading (see the critical remarks) is to be 
explained : and Pharisaic scribes when they saw, etc., said to His disciples. 
To attach this x. ypaup. t. bapic. to the previous 7xoA0t. (Tischendorf) is un- 
suitable, because #oav yap roAAoi, taken by itself alone, would be absolutely 
pleonastic, and because 7xoA0tf., in accordance with the context, can only 
mean the following of adherents. — Respecting idévrec «.7.2., comp. on Matt. 
ix. 11. Here the direct seeing (coming to Him) of the ypaypyar. is meant, 


1 A confusion that actually arose in very 2 Yet Bleek and Holtzmann have agreed 
early times, which had as its consequence with my yiew, and also Kahnis, Dogm. I. 
the reading "IdcwBov (instead of Aeviv) in D, p. 409 f, 
min., codd. in Or. and Vict. and codd of It. 
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not : cum intelligerent, ‘‘ when they knew” (Grotius and others, de Wette). 
—ri bre] quid est, quod, ‘‘ How is it that,” so that there needs to be supplied 
after ri, not yéyoveyv (Schaefer, ad Bos. Hil. p. 591), but the simple éoré. 
Comp. Luke ii. 49; Acts v. 4, 9. [See Note XIII., p. 36. ] 

Vy. 18-22. See on Matt. ix. 14-17. Comp. Luke v. 33-38.— kal joav 

. . vnotevovtec| considered by Késtlin, p. 339, as meaningless and beside the 
question, is taken by the expositors as an ‘‘archaeological intimation” (de 
Wette, comp. Fritzsche). There is nothing to indicate its being so (how 
entirely different it is with vii. 3 f.!); we should at least expect with vyoreb- 
ovte¢ some such general addition as roA2d (Matt. ix. 14). Itis to be explain- 
ed: And there were the disciples of John, etc., engaged in fasting (just at that 
time). This suggested their question. This view is followed also by Bleek 
and Holtzmann, the latter thinking, in the case of John’s disciples, of their 
fasting as mourners on account of the loss of their master,—a view for 
which ver. 19 does not serve as proof. — épyovra x.t.A.] Both, naturally by 
means of representatives from among them. The text does not yield any- 
thing else ; so we are neither to understand the questioners of ver. 16 (Ewald, 
Hilgenfeld), nor mentally to supply t.véc (Weisse, Wilke). In Matthew the 
disciples of John ask the question, and this is to be regarded as historically 
the case (see on Matt. ix. 17, Remark). — 0! pafyrad Iwavvov x.t.A.] Not in- 
appropriate, but more definite and more suited to their party-interest than 
juetc (in opposition to de Wette). — soi] might be the dative (the disciples 
belonging to Thee), see Bernhardy, p. 89 ; Kiihner, II. p. 249. But in ac- 
cordance with the use—frequent also in the N. T.—of the emphatic céc, it 
is to be taken asits plural. Comp. Luke y. 33. — Ver. 19. dcov ypédvov x..A. | 
superfluous in itself, but here suited to the solemn answer.’ 
the midst of themselves. — Ver. 20. év éxeivy tH jpuépa] Not a negligence (de 
Wette) or impossibility of expression (Fritzsche), but : rére is the more gen- 
eral statement of time : then, when, namely, the case of the taking away 
shall have occurred, and év éxeivy rH 7uépa is the special definition of time sub- 
ordinate to the rére: on that day, éxeivoc having demonstrative force and 
consequently a tragic emphasis (on that atra dies!/). Comp. Bernhardy, 
p. 279. Ifthe plural were again used, the time previously designated by éietc. 
dé juépac would be once more expressed on the whole and in general, and that 
likewise with solemnity, but not the definite particular day. Aptly, more- 
over, Bengel remarks : ‘‘ Dies wnus auferendi sponsi, dies multi ejusdem 
ablati et absentis,” ‘‘the day of the bridegroom’s removal is one, the days 
when he is removed and absent are many.” The Lord from the beginning 
of His ministry had made Himself familiar with the certainty of a violent 
death. Comp. John ii. 19. — Ver. 21. ei d& 4] In the contrary case, even 
after a negative clause, Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 336 [E. T. 392], and see on 
2 Cor. xi. 16.—The correct reading : aipe: an’ abtod 7d TAApwpa Td KaLvdy Tod 
madawd (see the critical remarks), is to be explained : the new patch of the 
old (garment) breaks away from it. See on Matt. ix.16f. The Recepta sig- 
nifies ; his new patch (that which is put on by him) breaks away from the 


ued’ Eavrov| in 


1 Comp. Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. Xxxix. 
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old garment. According to Ewald, aipei a¢’ éavroi ought to be read (follow- 
ing B, which, however, has the ag’ éavroi after 7d rA#pwua), and this is to be 
interpreted : ‘‘ thus the new filling up of the old becomes of itself stronger.” 
He compares the phrase 6 Adyo¢ aipei,’ the meaning of which (reason teaches 
it) is, however, here foreign to the subject. — Ver. 22. A combination from 
Matthew and Luke is here contained only in the interpolated Recepta. See 
the critical [and supplementary] remarks.’ 

Vv. 28-28. See on Matt. xii. 1-8. Comp. Luke vi. 1-5, who follows Mark 
in the order of events, which in Matthew is different. — raparopetiecta] not: 
to walk on, ambulare (Vulgate, Luther, and many others, including de 
Wette), so that rapa would refer indefinitely to other objects, but to pass 
along by.* Jesus passed through the corn-fields alongside of these, so that 
the way that passed through the fields led Him on both sides along by 
them. Just so ix. 30, and Deut. ii, 4.— éddv roveiy «.7.4.] is usually ex- 
plained as though it stood : dddv rowotpwevoe Tide Tode otayvac, to pluck the 
ars of corn as they went. Against the mode of expression, according to 
which the main idea lies in the participial definition,* there would be in 
itself nothing, according to classical examples, to object ; but in the N.T. 
this mode of expression does not occur (Winer, p. 316 [E. T. 443 f.]), 
and here in particular the active roviv is opposed to it, since dddv roveiv is 
always viam sternere, and ddov rotetcbat (as also ropetav roveiobac) is iter facere.° 
The assumption that Mark had missed this distinction is wholly without 
exegetical warrant, as is also the recourse to a Latinism (Krebs). The only 
correct explanation is : they began to make a way (to open a path) by pluck- 
ing the ears of corn; not, as Bretschneider and Fritzsche alter the meaning 
of the words: ‘‘evellisse spicas et factum esse, ut projectis, quum iis es- 
sent demta grana, spicis exprimeretur via,” ‘to pluck the ears and to cause 
that a way might be forced through the projecting ears when the grain was 
removed from them.” [See Note XIV., p. 36 seq.] We must rather con- 
ceive of the field-path on which they are walking—perhaps at a place 
where it leads through a field of corn which it intersects—as over- 
grown with ears, so that they must of necessity, in order to continue 
their journey, make a path, which they do by plucking the ears of corn 
hat stand in their way. According to Matthew and Luke, the chief point 
lies in the fact that the disciples pluck the ears and eat them ; and the 
Pharisees find fault with their doing this—which in itself 7s allowable—on the 
Sabbath. According to Mark, however, who has not a word? of the disciples 


and oddy odorovety ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anad. 
iv. 8. 8. 
6 Mark has been blamed on this account. 


1 Ratio evincit, Polyb. vi. 5.5; comp. also 
Herod. ii. 33; Plat. Crit. p. 48 C, al. 

2 As to the form pyjoow instead of pyyvupe, 
see Ruhnken, 7p. crit. I. p. 26. See Fritzsche, p. 69. But the very evange- 

3 Comp. Matt. xxvii. 39; Mark xi. 20, xv. list, who knew how to narrate so vividly, 
29, should by no means have been charged with 

4 See Hermann, ad Aj. 1113; Mectr. 1305; such an awkwardness as the omission of 


Stallbaum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 136; Phil. p. 58. 

5 See Viger. ed. Herm. p. 116; Kypke, I. 
p. 154; Krebs, p. 81; Winer, p. 228 [E. T. 
320]. Comp. also dSorovety (Xen. Anabd. v. 1. 
14; Dem. 1274, 26, frequently in the LXX.) 


3 


the essential feature of the connection— 
which is just what the latest harmonizing 
avers. It ought to have been candidly 
noted that in Mark the object of the pluck- 
ing of the ears is the 666y wovety; while in 
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eating, their act consists in this, that by the plucking of the ears of corn they 
open away through the field ; and the Pharisees, ver. 24, find fault that they do 
that, which in itself is already unallowable,’ on the Sabbath. The justification 
of Jesus amounts then, ver. 25 ff., to the two points: (1) that according 
to Dayid’s precedent the proceeding of the disciples, as enjoined by 
necessity, is by no means unallowable ; and (2) that the Sabbath makes no 
difference in the matter.— The origin of this difference itself is easily ex- 
plained from the fact, that Jesus adduces the history of the eating of the 
shew-bread, by means of which also the eating of the ears of corn 
came into the tradition of this incident. Mark betrays by his oddév 
roleiv abandoned by Matthew and Luke, and by the less obvious con- 
nection of it with the eating of the shew-bread, the original narrative, which 
perhaps proceeded from Peter himself. — rovd¢ ordyvac] the article designates 
the ears of corn that stood in the way.—Ver. 24. They do not ask,as in Matthew 
and Luke, why the disciples do what is unallowable on the Sabbath, but 
why they doon the Sabbath something (already in itself) wunallowable.— Ver. 
25. atréc| and He on His part, replying to them. He put a counter-question. 
— bre ypeiav éoye}| In this lies the analogy. The disciples also were by the 
circumstances compelled to the course which they took. The demonstra- 
tive force of this citation depends upon a conclusion a majori ad minus. 
David in a case of necessity dealt apparently unlawfully even with the shew- 
bread of the temple, which is yet far lesslawful to be touched than the ears of 
grain in general. — Ver. 26. éx? ’APidbap rod apytep.| tempore Abiatharis ponti- 
Jicis maximi, t.e., under the pontificate of Abiathar. Comp. Luke iii. 2 ; 
Matt. i. 11. According to 1 Sam. xxi. 1 ff., indeed, the high priest at that 
time was not Abiathar, but his father (1 Sam. xxii. 20; Joseph. Antt. vi. 
12. 6) Ahimelech. Mark has erroneously confounded these two, which might 
the more easily occur from the remembrance of David’s friendship with 
Abiathar (1 Sam. xxii. 20 ff.).2 The supposition that father and son both 
had both names,*? is only apparently supported by 2 Sam. viii. 17, 
1 Chron. xviii. 16, comp. xxiv. 6, 315; as even apart from the fact 
that these passages manifestly contain an erroneous statement,‘ the reference 
‘of our quotation applies to no other passage than to 1 Sam. xxi. [See Note 
XY., p. 37.] Grotius thought that the son had been the substitute of the 


Matthew it is the eating on account of hunger. 
The occasions of the necessity, in which the 
disciples were placed, are different; in the 
former case, the edorota; in the latter, the 
hunger. 

1 To this view Holtzmann and Hilgenfeld 
have acceded, as also Ritschl, altkath. K. 
p. 29; Schenkel, Charakterbild, p. 86; and as 
regards the odov rovecy in itself, also Lange. 
The defence of the usual explanation on the 
part of Krummel in the allgem. K. Zeit. 1864, 
No. 74, leaves the linguistic difficulty which 
stands in its way entirely unsolved. He 
should Jeast of all have sought support from 
the reading of Lachmann (6Somoteiv); for 
this also never means anything else than 


viam sternere, and even in the middle voice 
only means to make for oneself a path. Weiss 
(Jahro. f. Deutsche Theol. 1865, p. 363) calls 
my explanation “somewhat odd;’’ this, 
however, can matter nothing, if only it is 
linguistically correct, and the usual one 
linguistically erroneous. 

2 See Korb in Winer’s krit. Journ. IV. p. 
295 ff. ; Paulus, Fritzsche, de Wette, Bleek. 

3 Victor Antiochenus, Euthymius Zigabe- 
nus, Theophylact, Beza, Jansen, Heumann, 
Kuinoel, and many others. 

4 Comp. Thenius on 2 Sam. /.c. ; Bertheau 
judges otherwise, @. Bricher der Chron. 
p. 181. f. 
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father. Recourse has been had with equally ill success to a different inter- 
pretation of éxi; for, if it is assumed to be coram (Wetstein, Scholz), 
1 Sam. /.c. stands historically opposed to it ; but if it is held to mean : in the 
passage concerning Abiathar, i.e., there, where he is spoken of (xii. 26 ; Luke 
xx. 87), it is opposed by the same historical authority, and by the con- 
sideration that the words do not stand immediately after avéyvure.'— Ver. 
27 f. nal #Aey. avroic] frequently used for the introduction of a further im- 
portant utterance of the same subject who is speaking ; Bengel : ‘‘Sermo- 
nem iterum exorsus,” ‘‘ having again begun his discourse.” Comp. iv. 9. 
As Jesus has hitherto refuted the reproach conveyed in 6 ov« é€eor1, ver. 24, 
He now also refutes the censure expressed by év roi¢ odBBacw, ver. 24. 
Namely: as the Sabbath has been made (brought into existence, 7.¢., ordained) 
Sor the sake of man, namely, as a means for his highest moral ends (Gen. ii. 
3; Ex. xx. 8 ff.), not man for the sake of the Sabbath,” it follows thence : the 
Messiah has to rule even over the Sabbath, so that thus the disciples, who 
as my disciples have acted under my permission, cannot be affected by any 
reproach in respect of the Sabbath. The inference éore depends on the fact 
that the vide rot avOparov, t.¢., the Messiah (not with Grotius and Fritzsche to 
be taken ag man in general), is held ex concesso as the representative head of 
humanity.? On the mode of inference in general, comp. 1 Cor. xi. 95 
2 Mace. v. 19. —xtpioc] emphatically at the beginning : is not dependent, 
but Lord,* etc.; whereby, however, is expressed not the prerogative of ab- 
solute abolition (see against this Matt. v. 17 ff., and the idea of the zAjpwouc of 
the law makes its appearance even in Mark vii. 15 ff., x. 5 ff., xii. 28 ff.), but 
the power of putting in the place of the external statutory Sabbath observance 
—while giving up the latter—something higher in keeping with the zdew 
of the Sabbath, wherein lies the rAfpwore of the Sabbath-law.® — kai] also, 
along with other portions of His xvpzdrae. 


1 In opposition to Michaelis and Saunier, 
Quellen d. Mark. p. 58. . 

2 Comp. Mechilta in Ex. xxxi. 13: ‘‘ Vobis 
sabbatum traditum est, et non vos traditi 
estis sabbato,” ‘‘ For you the Sabbath is de- 
livered, and not you delivered for the Sab- 
bath.” According to Baur, ver. 27 belongs 
to ‘the rational explanations,’”’ which Mark 
is fond of prefixing by way of suggesting a 
motive for what is historically presented. 
To the same class he would assign ix. 39, 
vii. 15 ff. Weizsicker finds in the passage 
before'us a later reflection. This would 
only be admissible, if the idea facilitated the 
concluding inference, which is not the case, 
and if Mark were not in this narrative gen- 


erally so pecuiiar. The connecting link of 
the argumentation preserved by him might 
more easily have been omi/ted as something 
foreign, than have been added. 

3 For Him, as such, in the judgment to be 
formed of the obligatory force of legal or- 
dinances, the regulative standard is just the 
relation, in which man as a moral end to 
himself stands to the law. Comp. Ritschl, 
altkathol. Kirche, p. 29 ff. 

4 With this the freedom of worship is given 
as well as assigned to its necessary limit, 
but not generally ‘‘ proclaimed” (Schenkel). 

5 Comp. Lechler in the Stud. u. rit. 1854, 
p. 811; Weizsidcker, p. 391. 
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Notes py Amprican Epitor. 


X. Ver. 1. év otk éoriv. 


The reading of the Rec., ei¢ oikov, must be rejected. It is true that it is 
lectio difficilior, yet 8 B D L 33, Copt., Vulg. constitute decisive evidence, even. 
against this consideration. Meyer's explanation (pregnant construction) is 
therefore unnecessary. The R. V. marg. has “‘ at home,” which isan allowable 
rendering, despite the absence of the article. 


XI. Vy. 13-17. 


We have in Meyer’s prefatory remark on these verses a specimen of his con- 
jectures in accounting for the differences between the narratives of the Synop- 
tists. Weiss ed. Mey. denies that the citation from Hosea (in Matthew) is “‘ an 
original element from the collection of Logia.’’ He refers it to “‘ the earlier 
source’’ (see Note I., p. 10), where, however, it stood in a different connec- 
tion. As to Matthew’s dealing with the narrative of his own call, etc., 
“Cin the way of abridgment,” there seems to be no psychological ground for 
it. If Matthew was present, he probably heard ‘‘ the highly appropriate quo- 
tation.” To believe that he reports as an eye-witness is not more difficult than to 
accept either of the theories above referred to. 


XII. Ver. 15. év 77 otkia avrod. 


That this refers to the house of Levi (Matthew), Meyer admits as in itself 
possible. The pronoun avrov undoubtedly means Jesus, but avrov can follow 
immediately with a different reference. There would be no necessity for in- 
troducing the name (7@ ’Ijoov) in the leading clause, if avrov did not point to 
Levi. Moreover, as Weiss ed Mey. remarks, ‘‘ the call of a publican is nar- 
rated in ver. 14, in order to explain how it happened that Jesus reclined at 
table in a publican’s house.’ He also rightly rejects the notion that kadécaz 
(ver. 17) refers to the invitation of Jesus as host. An unnecessary variation 
between the narratives is created by Meyer’s view. 


XIII. Ver. 16. 67¢ wera x.7.2. 


The briefer reading 67 (instead of ri drs, Rec., Meyer) is now generally ac- 
cepted, on the evidence of B L 33, supplemented by the fact of the existence of 
another variation (% D, dvd ri), which was taken from Matthew and Luke. The 
ore is rightly taken as recilantis ; see R. V. text.—In regard to the variations in 
the earlier part of the verse, Meyer’s judgment in the main is sustained by 
Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.; but all accept of before ypauuareic, which 
Tisch. omits, and reject his view of the punctuation. 


XIV. Ver. 23. 600v roteiv x.7.A. ; 


Meyer, by his explanation of this passage, makes an unnecessary conflict be- 
tween the account of Mark and those of Matthew and Luke. ‘To this Weiss 
ed. Mey. objects. He cannot conceive why ‘‘ the disciples must first break a 
path on which Jesus had preceded them, and which therefore could not have 


NOTES. Sil 


been so impassable, and why they should do this by plucking off the ears in- 
stead of treading down the stalks ; for according to iv. 28 ordyoc is the earin 
contrast with the stalk.’’ He findsthe three narratives in accord. ‘‘ Mark, how- 
ever, rightly does not mention the eating, because not in this but only in the 
plucking of the ears, in itself allowable (Deut. xxiii. 26), the Pharisees saw a 
resemblance to the harvest labor which was incompatible with Sabbath rest. 
Had the plucking of the ears been in itself unallowable (Meyer), the Pharisees 
would not have taken notice of it on account of the breaking of the Sabbath, 
and Jesus would have justified it by no assumed necessity, since the matter 
here involved would have been an infringement on the rights of others.” Here 
Meyer's linguistic accuracy has led him to adopt an interpretation which explains 
nothing. His assumption that the mention of David’s eating, introducing the 
notion of eating the ears into the tradition of this incident, is purely gratu- 
itous. We may with far more justice assume that Mark expected the answer of 
Jesus in this controversy to shed needed light on his brief statement of the 
action which gave offence to the Pharisees. 


XV. Ver. 26. ém?’ABidbap Tov apytepéwe. 


The interpretation of Meyer is undoubtedly correct (comp. R. V. text : “* when 
Abiathar was high-priest’’). But that Mark is in error by no means follows. 
The Evangelist could have Abiathar in mind only from familiarity with the 
whole O. T. narrative, since Abiathar is not named at all, 1 Sam. xxi. To say 
that ‘‘the reference of our quotation applies to no other passage than” that, is 
contradicted by the alleged mistake. Hence Mark may have known that both 
father and son had both names. At least this is as probable as the convenient 
assumption that the O. T. passages which would prove Mark's accuracy are them~ 
selves inaccurate. Moreover, the singular ignorance of the Scriptures attributed 
by Meyer to this born Jew, son of a pious mother, is in itself highly improbable, 
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CHAPTER III. 


Ver. 2. Instead of rapetjpovv, read with Lachm. rapernpovvro, following A C* 
D A, min. The middle here and at Luke vi. 7 (comp. also Acts ix. 24) was not 
attended to. [The active form is supported by B L & etc., and accepted by re- 
cent editors ; the middle seems to have been taken from the parallel passages. ] 
— Katnyopyoovolv, instead of Katyyopyowou, is not sufficiently attested by C D 
(Lachm.).— Ver. 3. Lachm. has 19 TH yeipa éExovte Enpav, following B L 102, 
Vere. [So recent editors, R. V.] In favor of Eypav C also tells, which has Tw rT. 
Enpav éy. x., and A &, which have tq 7. énpav y. éy. So Tisch. viii. The Re- 
cepla To éEnpaupévny Exovte THY Yeipa is from ver. 1.— Ver. 5. At the end Elz. has 
bys O¢ Y dAAn. This is indeed defended by Matthiae, but in opposition to 
decisive evidence. It is from Matt. xii. 13. — Ver. 7. The order of the words : 
peta Tov pant. avzov dveydp.(Griesb. Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the Recepta ave- 
NOP. wu. T. wad. adt., has in its favor BC DLA 8, min. vss., and is on this evi- 
dence to be adopted, the more especially as the Recepta easily presented itself 
from the connection, according to which the important element for the progress 
of the narrative lies in dveydp. — Instead of zpo¢ (Elz. Scholz), Griesb. Fritzsche, 
Lachm. Tisch. have eic, which is attested, indeed, only by D H P, min. 
Theophyl., but was explained by rpéc (in some min. by rapa) as a gloss. — #KoA- 
obOyoav] HKoAovOnoev, in favor of which D, min. also concur by 7KoAovOe:, is con- 
siderably attested, partly with and partly without ai76 (which Lachm. 
brackets). Approved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche and Lachm.  ([Treg., 
W. and Hort, R. V., have the singular, but after TadsAaiac, with A B L, Copt.| 
The plural flowed mechanically from the conception of the multitude ; aitTé is 
supplied, and is with Tisch. to be deleted. — Ver. 8. axotoavrec] Lachm. and 
Tisch, [recent editors, R. V.] read wxodovrec, following only B A &, min. — Ver. 
11. Instead of éedper, meocénintev, and éxpale, Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. 
have the plurals, which also Griesb. approved. The evidence preponderates in 
favor of the latter, and the singulars are a grammatical but inappropriate cor- 
rection. — Ver. 15. Gepazevew tac vécovg kai] is wanting in BC* LA 8, 102, 
Copt. Deleted by Tisch. An addition, in recollection of Matt. x. 1. — Ver. 16. 
Fritzsche has mporov Sipova before kal éréOnxe, following only 13, 39, 124, 346. 
An addition from Matt. x. 2, with a view to supply a construction.! — Ver. 18. 
Here, too (comp. on Matt. x. 4), must be read in conformity to decisive evidence, 
with Lachm. and Tisch., not Kavavirnv, but Kavavaiov. — Ver. 20. uyte] Read 
with Fritzsche and Lachm. j7dé, which is sufficiently attested and necessary as 
respects the sense. [So recent editors (against Tisch.) with A B L, 33.— Ver. 


1 From the same design, moreover, we 
may explain the placing of kai éroincey tovs 
Sudexka at the beginning of the verse. So 
BC*AS. Defended by Hitzigand Ewald; 
adopted by Tisch. [So W. and Hort, 
Weiss, R. VY. marg.] In such awkwardly 


constructed passages “ correctio parit cor- 
rectionem : alter enim alterum cupit ante- 
cellere \ingenio,”’ ‘‘correction begets cor- 
rection ; but one desires to surpass another 
in ingenuity’ (Matthiae, ed. min. ad h. /.). 


CHAP. III., 1-6. 39 


26. W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., read «at (N° AB C? L) éuepic6y (8° B L) od. |—Ver. 
27. The Recepla is : od dtvara ovdeic. So also Fritzsche and Tisch., the latter 
having, in accordance with B C (?) LA 8, min. yss., adopted a4’ previously (a 
connective addition). But oddetc divara (Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Lachm.) is the 
more to be retained, since the mechanical] repetition of the ov divaraz was so 
readily suggested from what precedes. [The presence of 4/2’ is against the 
theory of a ‘‘ mechanical repetition.” Recent editors agree with Tisch., follow- 
ing B C* A &8.]— Ver. 28. The verbal order: roic vioic tov ivopdirov Ta Gpap- 
Typara (sanctioned by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.), has, with A B 
CDLA 8, min. vss., the balance of evidence in its favor, and is also to be ac- 
counted genuine, as being the more unusual.—The article before Biac¢. is 
adopted by Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. on decisive evidence ; it 
became absorbed through the preceding kai. — dcac] Lachm. and Tisch. read éca, 
following BD E* GH ATIl* 8, min. The Recepta is a correction. — Ver. 29. 
Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz have xpiceag (A C** E FG, ete. Syr.), instead of which 
Griesb. approved duaptyuatocg (BL A 8; D has duapriac), and this Lachm. and 
Tisch. have adopted. _xpicewg (al. koAdoewc) is a gloss.—Ver. 31. The reading 
ka épyovta: (Lachm.) certainly has preponderant evidence (D GS, Tisch, ed. VIII. 
have «ai épyera), but is a mechanical alteration, in which the retrospective 
reference of the ody was not attended to. —The Recepta is ol ddeAgoi cat 4 pnTnp 
avtov. But BC D GLA 8, min. vss, have 7 puijtnp aitovd K. ol adeAgot abrod 
(Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. ed. 8), with which also the reading épyera is 
connected. Still the Mecepta (and that with airod repeated) is to be sustained, 
for it became changed in consideration of the rank of the mother, of ver, 32, 
and of the parallel passages. [The plural is fairly attested ; but the order of B 
&, etc., is still better sustained. ] — govovvrec] Lachm. and Tisch. have kadoivrec, 
following BC L &, min. (A: (yrovvrec). Rightly ;.the meaning of kadodrvtec 
was more precisely defined by dwvovvtec. — Ver. 32. The verbal order rep? airov 
dxAoc (Lachm. Tisch.) is preponderantly attested, as also is Kal 2éyovow (Lachm. 
Tisch.) instead of cizov 6é.—The addition xa? ai adeAdai cov is rightly adopted 
by Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch. It certainly has important evi- 
dence against it (BC GKLA IL8, Vulg. Copt. Arm. Aeth. Syr. utr.), and is 
rejected by Fritzsche; but the words were omitted, because neither in ver. 31 
nor in ver. 34 nor in the parallel passages are the sisters mentioned. Had it 
been interpolated, the addition would have been found already in ver. 31. 
[Rejected by Treg., R. V., regarded by W. and Hort as a western interpolation. ] 
—Ver. 33. Instead of 7, Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] have «ai, 
following BCL VA, min. vss. A mechanical repetition from ver, 32; and 
comp. Matt. — Ver. 34. The verbal order: rov¢ rept ait. kvxAw (Lachm. Tisch.) 
[recent editors, R. V.], which is foundin BCL A 8, min. Copt., arose from the 
fact, that the «ico, which with wepi32e~. was superfluous, was omitted (so 
still in min, vss.), and then restored in the place that appeared fitting. — Ver. 
85. The omission of ydp (Lachm. Tisch. Weiss) is too weakly attested. [W. and 
Hort omit in text, insert in margin.] On the other hand, pov after ddeA7 is, 
with Lachm. and Tisch., following AB DLA 8, min. vss., to be deleted. 


Vy. 1-6. See on Matt. xii. 9-14 ; comp. Luke vi. 6-11. The brief, viv- 
idly, and sharply graphic account of Mark is in Matthew partly abridged, 
partly expanded. [See Note XVL., p. 47.]— radw] see i, 21. —ei¢ 7. ovva- 
ywyhv] at Capernaum. See ii. 15. — 2Enpayuévqr] ‘non ex utero, sed morbo 
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aut vulnere; haec vis participii,” ‘‘not from birth, but by disease or 
wound ; this is the force of the participle,” Bengel. More indefinitely 
Matthew (and Luke): éyjoév.— rapetypovvto] of hostile observing, spying 
(comp. Luke vi. 7, al.; Polyb. xvil. 8. 2: évedpeberv kai naparnpeir), 
which, however, is implied, not in the middle, but in the context. [See 
critical note.] — Ver. 3 ff. éyewpe ei¢ 7. uéoov) arise (and step forth) into 
the midst. Comp. Luke vi. 8. —dyaboroujcat 7 Kaxoroijoa| to act well (Tob. 
xii. 18), or to act ill (Ecclus. xix. 25). Comp. xadéc rovetv, Matt. xu. 12 ; 
Ep. ad Diogn. 4: God does not hinder xaiév tz roveiv on the Sabbath day. 
The alternative must be such that the opponents cannot deny the former 
proposition, and therefore must be dumb. On this account it is not to 
be explained : to render a benefit (1 Macc. x1. 88), or to inflict an injury ;* 
for the former might be relatively negatived on account of the Sabbath 
laws, the observance of which, however, could not be opposed to the 
idea of acting well (i.e., in conformity with the divine will). We can 
only decide the question on this ground, not from the usus loguendi, which 
in fact admits of either explanation. The reading in D: 7 ayaddy roumjou, 
is a correct gloss of the late Greek word (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 200), 
comp. 1 Pet. ii. 15, 20, 11.6 ; 3 John 11.— wvyyv cica:] to rescue a soul, 
that it be not transferred to Hades, but, on the contrary, the man may be 
preserved in life. Comp. vili. 35, often also among Greek writers. This 
likewise could not be denied, for ‘‘ periculum vitae pellit sabbatum,” ‘‘ peril 
of life expels the Sabbath,” Joma, f. 84, 2. See the passages in Wetstein, 
ad Matth. xii. 10. — azoxretva:] to be taken by itself, not to be connected 
with wey7v. At the foundation of the question of Jesus lies the conclusion 
from the general to the special ; He carries the point in question about the 
Sabbath healings back to the moral category, in consequence of which a nee- 
ative answer would be absurd. The adversaries feel this ; but instead of 
confessing it they are sélent, because they are hardened. —ov2)urobpevoc| feel- 
ing compassion over, etc.» Anger and compassion alternated. The preposi- 
tion denotes not the emotion of the heart collectively, but the fellowship, 
into which the heart esters, with the misfortune (in this case moral) of the 
persons concerned. Comp. Plato, Pol. v. p. 462 E.—arexareorafy] with 
double augment (Winer, p. 67 [E. T. 72]) is, in accordance with Lachmann, 
to be read. Comp. on Matt. xii. 18. — Ver. 6. etOéu¢ «.7.2.] ‘‘ crevit odium,” 
‘‘hatred grew,” Bengel. They instituted a consultation, in order that, ete. 
Comp. on Matt. xxii. 5. That the Herodians are introduced into this place 
erroneously from Matt. xxii. 16 (see in loc.) is not to be maintained (de 
Wette, Baur, Hilgenfeld). The sensation produced by the working of Jesus 
(see vv. 7, 8) was sufficiently fitted to induce their being now drawn by the 
Pharisees into the hostile effort. Hence the mention of them here is no 
meaningless addition (Késtlin). 

Vv. 7-12. Comp. Matt. xii. 15 f., Luke vi. 17-19, who with their differ- 
ence of historical arrangement make but brief use of the description in 


' Erasmus, Bengel, Beza, de Wette, Bleek, 2 Herod. ix. 94, vi. 89; Polyb. vii. 3. 2; 
and others. Aelian, V. 7. vii. 3. 


CHAP. II1., 138-19. 4] 


Mark, which is more accurate and more fresh, and does not blend heteroge- 
neous elements (Hilgenfeld). — ic] direction whither. — Ver. 8. ‘Idovpaiac] 
on the south-eastern border of Palestine.—A point is not to be placed, as by 
Beza, Er. Schmid, and Fritzsche, after ’Iopddvov, but—as is required by the 
two distinct predicates based on the local relations, 7oAobOycev and 7200v xpodc 
avtév— before kat ad. "lovdaiac. It is first of all stated, who followed Jesus 
from Galilee, where He Himself was, to the sea, and then, from xa? azo 7. 
*Tovd. onward, who came to Him from other regions. Namely : and from 
Judaea, and from Jerusalem, and from Idumaea and Peraea (xai répav Tov Topo. ; 
observe that here azé is not repeated), and those (the Jews) about Tyre and 
Sidon, in great multitudes (xAjbo¢ xo belongs to the wholé as a more precise 
definition of the subject), they came to Him. [See Note XVIL., p. 47.] — 
Observe, moreover, the different position of rA#3oc in vv. 7 and 8; in the 
one case the greatness of the mass of people preponderates in the conception, 
in the other it is the idea of the mass of people itself. — éxoie:] imperfect, used 
of the continuous doing. — Ver. 9. wa] What He said to them is conceived 
of as the design of the speaking (comp. on Matt. iv. 3) : in order that a ves- 
sel should be continually at His service. — dia tov dy2ov x.7.2.] therefore not for 
the purpose of crossing over ; éuweAAe yap éuBdc ele aitd wy éEvoyxdAcio¥at, 
‘*for He would by embarking in it not be thronged,” Euthymius Zigabenus. 
Comp. iv. 1; Matt. xiii. 2. It is not said, however, that He wished to teach 
out of the vessel (Kuinoel and others). — Ver. 10 f. Information regarding 
this pressing towards Him. —évepdrevoev] not sanaverat, ‘‘had healed” 
(Castalio, Kuinoel, Fritzsche), but He healed just at that time. The dcre 
éximintew avt@, so that they fell upon Him, depicts the impetuous thronging 
unto Him of those seeking aid. ‘‘ Admirabilis patientia et benignitas Dom- 
ini,” ‘‘admirable patience and kindness of the Lord,” Bengel. sxpocérunr. 
aviv in ver. 11 is different : they fell down before Him (v. 88, vil. 25). — udo- 
tiyac| plagues, v. 29, 34; Luke vii.. 21; Ps. xxxv. 15; Hcclus. xl. 9; 
2 Mace. vii. 37. In accordance with the context : plagues of sickness. —ra 
xvebuata K.7.2.| a statement in conformity with the appearance ; the sick 
people identified themselves with the demons, — érav] with the praeterite in- 
dicative: whenever they saw Him, 7.e., as soon as ever they got sight of Him.’ 
This rare and late linguistic phenomenon is to be explained to the effect, 
that the conception of the uncertain (dv) has become completely blended 
with ére, and the whole emphasis rests upon this whenever. See Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 690. It does not mean: if they ever saw Him. — Ver. 12. iva] 
design of the roid éreriva abroic (the demons). How colorless is Matt. xii. 
16! According to Hilgenfeld, Mark has exaggerated. As to the prohibition 
itself of their making Him known as Messiah, comp, i. 43, and on Matt. 
viii. 4; Mark v. 43. 

Vy. 13-19. Comp. Matt. x. 24 ; Luke vi. 12-16. —7d dpoc] upon the 
mountain there. See on Matt. v. 1. — ofc 7e%ev avréc| so that no one might 
come forward of his own will. Jesus first of all made a wider selection, 
and then out of this, ver. 14, the narrower one of the Twelve. To raise a 


1 See Winer, p. 276 [E. T. 109]. 
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doubt of the actual selection of the latter (Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 370), as if 
they to some extent had become apostles with less of assent on Christ’s 
part, is at variance also with John vi. 70.— Ver. 14 f. éroijoe] He made, 
that is, He ordained, appointed. Comp. Acts ii. 36 ; 1 Sam. xii. 6. On the 
clause ida doe per’ avrov, comp. Acts i. 21.—dooréAdy avroic] namely, 
subsequently. See vi. 7.—x«ai éyew] conjoined with the xypiocew as an 
aim of the sending forth, in which it was contemplated that they were to 
preach and to have power,’ etc. Comp. vi. 7. The simple, naive detail 
of the appointment and destination of the Twelve bears the stamp of orig- 
inality, not of elaboration after Matthew and Luke.* — Ver. 16 ff. Inexact- 
ly enough Mark ‘elates, instead of Simon’s appointment, only his being 
named ; but he leaves his appointment to be thence understood of itself, 
and then, as if he had narrated it in connection with éroince, continues by 
Kat ’IdkwBov, which still depends on éroijce,—an awkwardness which is 
scarcely to be attributed to a reflecting reviser.—As to the arrangement— 
generally according to rank, but in Mark and Acts i. 13 giving precedence 
to the three most“intimate disciples—of the twelve names in three quater- 
nions, see on Matt. x. 2; Ewald, p. 205 f.—Mark narrates the naming of 
Peter as having taken place at that time, which is not incompatible with 
Matt. xvi. 18 (see in loc.), although it is doubtless with John i. 43.—Ver. 17. 
And he assigned to them names (namely) Boanerges. The plural évéuara (for 


which D reads évoua) depends on the conception that the names bestowed 
y 


| | Boavepyéc | a, (>, 
wit 13. The Sheva, according to Aramaic pronunciation (see Lightfoot) : 
oa. YI, in the Hebrew, @ noisy crowd, Ps. lv. 15 ; in the Syriac, thunder ; 


on the two brothers are included in Boanerges. 


comp. the Arabic pao y, tonwit.? The historical occasion of this appellation 


is altogether unknown. It has been sought in the mighty eloquence of the 
two ;* but it may be objected to this view that such a quality could hardly 
have appeared at that time, when the men had not yet taught ; and also 
that in the case of John at least, a thundering eloquence (as in Pericles ; 
Cic. Orat. 29) is not to be supposed. Others® have understood it to bea 
name of reproach, and referred it to Luke ix. 54, so that the meaningless, 
‘destructive power (Gurlitt) would be the point of comparison ; but the time 
of the giving this name is not in accordance with this view, as it is also in 
itself improbable, and at variance with the analogy of Peter’s name, that 
Jesus should have converted a reproach into a name and thereby have made 
it the signature of their character ; to which we may add, that in Luke, /.c. 

1 Observe the correctness of the expres- 


sion éxew éfove. x.7.A. (in opposition to de 
Wette). For the destination of the apostles 


2 Zeller in Hilgenfeld’s Zettschrift, 1865, 
p. 396 ff. 
3 Jerome’s reading (in Dan. i., Isa. lxii.) : 


in fact was not: to teach and to drive out the 
demons, but to teach and in so doing to pos- 
sess the power of driving out demons, in 
order that they might apply this power on 
appropriate occasion for the confirmation 
of their teaching. Comp. xvi. 20; 2 Cor. 
XU lee 


Benereem, is an emendation (Dy, thunder). 
4 Victor Antiochenus, Theophylact, Enu- 
thymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Wetstein, 
Michaelis, and others, comp. Luther’s gloss. 
5 Heumann, Kuinoel, comp. also Gutlitt 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1829, p. 715 ff. 
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there is nothing at all said about thunder. Moreover, it is historically 
demonstrable that the disciples were of impetuous, ardent temperament (ix. 
88 ; Luke ix. 54; comp. Matt. xx. 20 ff., and Mark x. 35 ff.), and it is 
therefore not arbitrary to conjecture that some special exhibition of this 
peculiarity at the time suggested the name, of which, however, it is ab- 
solutely unknown for what reason it did not become permanent, like the 
name of Peter, and in fact is no further mentioned elsewhere, although 
it was given by Jesus. — Oaddaiov| see on Matt. x. 38. As to 6 Kavavaioc, see 
on Matt. x. 4. 

Vv. 20,’ 21. Peculiar to Mark, but in unity of connection with ver. 22 f. 
— kal épy. ei¢ olkov| The choice of the disciples, and what had to be said to 
them concerning it, was the important occasion for the preceding ascent of 
the mountain, ver. 138. Now they come back again to the house, namely, 
in Capernaum, as in ii. 2, to which also the subsequent dé points back. 
De Wette is in error when he says that the following scene could by no 
means have taken place in the house. See, on the other hand, ver. 31 and 
Matt. xii. 46. Hilgenfeld finds in ete oixov even a misunderstanding of Matt. 
xili. 1.—The accusation 67: é&éory, ver. 21, and that expressed at ver. 22, érz 
BeerleBova éyer, are analogous ; and these accusations are the significant ele- 
ments in Mark,’ with whom ver. 22 still lacks the special historical in- 
formation that is furnished by Matt. xii. 22 f. (comp. ix. 33 f.) ; Luke xi. 14. 
In the connection of Mark alone the retrospective reference to vv. 10-12 is 
sufficient ; hence it is not to be supposed that in the primitive-Mark that 
cure of demoniacs given by Matthew and Luke must also have had a place 


(Holtzmann), 


1 Before cai épxovrat eis otkov would be the 
place where Mark, if he had desired to take 
in the Sermon on the Mount, would have 
inserted it; and Ewald (as also Tobler, 
die Hvangelienfrage, 1858, p. 14) assumes that 
the Gospel in its original form had actually 
contained that discourse, although abridg- 
ed, in this place,—which Weiss (Hvangeli- 
enfrage, p. 154 f.) concedes, laying decided 
stress on the abridgment on the ground of 
other abridged discourses in Mark. Never- 
theless, the abrupt ana unconnected mode 
of adding one account to another, as here 
by the cat épxovrar eis olkov, as well as the 
omission of longer discourses, are peculiar 
to Mark and in keeping with the originality 
of his work ; further, it would be quite im- 
possible to see why the discourse, if it had 
originally a place here, should have been 
entirely removed, whether we may con- 
ceive for ourselves its original contents 
and compass in the main according to 
Matthew or according to Luke. Ewald’s 
view has, however, been followed by Holtz- 
mann, whom Weiss, in the Jahrb. ff. 
Deutsche Theol. 1864, p. 63 ff., and Weizsack- 
er, p. 46, with reason oppose, while Schenk- 


See, moreover, Weiss, /J.c. p. 80 ff. Mark, however, does not 


elalso regards the dropping out as proba- 
ble, although as unintentional.—_M respect 
of the absence from Mark of the history of 
the centurion at Capernaum (Matt. vill. 5 ff. ; 
Luke vii. 1 ff.), the non-insertion of which 
KOstlin is only able to conceive of as aris- 
ing from the neutral tendency of Mark, 
Ewald supposes that it originally stood in 
Mark, likewise before kat épxovrar eis olkor, 
and that in Matthew and Luke it still has 
the tinge of Mark’s language, in which re- 
spect txavds and oxvdAAcew are referred to 
(but comp. Matt. iii. 11, ix. 86; Luke iii. 16, 
viii. 49). Weiss, p 161, finds the hypothesis 
of Ewald confirmed by the affinity of that 
history with the narrative of the Canaanit- 
ish woman, vii. 24 ff. Holtzmann appro- 
priates the reasons of Ewald and Weiss ; 
they are insufficient of themselves, and fall 
with the alleged disappearance of the Ser- 
mon on the Mount. 

2 Tt isahasty and unwarranted judgment 
that vv. 21, 22 appear in Mark as quite 
‘“misplaced,” and find a much better place 
just before ver. 31 (so Weiss, Hvangelienfr. 
p. 162). 


44 THE GOSPEL OF MARK. 


represent the mother and the brethren as “confederates of the Pharisees” 
(Baur, Markusevang. p. 23) ; their opinion 67: é&éor7 is an error (not malicious), 
and their purpose is that of care for the security of Jesus. — airotc] He and 
His disciples. — ydé] not even, to say nothing of being left otherwise undis- 
turbed. [See critical note.] Comp. ii. 2. According to Strauss, indeed, 
this is a ‘palpable exaggeration.” —dxobcavrec] that He was again set 
upon by the multitude to such a degree, and was occupying Himself so 
excessively with them (with the healing of their demoniacs, ver. 22, and so 
on). —oi rap’ avtov| those on His side, i.e., His own people.’ By this, how- 
ever, the disciples cannot here be meant, as they are in the house with Jesus, 
ver. 20 ; but only, as is clearly proved by vv. 31, 32, His mother, His brethren, 
Tis sisters. — é&fA0ov] namely, not from a place in Capernaum (in opposition 
to ver. 20), but from the place where they were sojourning, from Nazareth. 
Comp. i. 9, vi. 8. It is not to be objected that the intelligence of the pres- 
ence and action of Jesus in Capernaum could not have come to Nazareth so 
quickly, and that the family could not have come so quickly to Capernaum, 
as to admit of the latter being already there, after the reprimand of the 
scribes, vv. 23-30 ; for Mark does not say that that é£7Aov, and the coming 
down of the scribes from Jerusalem, and the arrival of the mother, etc., 
happened on the same day whereon Jesus and the disciples had returned eic 
oixov. On the contrary, that intelligence arrived at Nazareth, where His 
relatives were setting out, etc. ; but from Jerusalem there had already—when 
Jesus had returned to Capernaum and was there so devoting Himself beyond 
measure to the people—come down scribes, and these said, etc. This scene, 
therefore, with the scribes who had come down was before the arrival of 
the relatives of Jesus had taken place. — xparjoas dirdév] to lay hold upon Him, 
to possess themselves of Him.’ — éAeyov] namely, of rap’ avrov. After éHAGov 
it is arbitrary to supply, with others (including Ewald) : people said, which 
Olshausen even refers to ‘‘ the malicious Pharisees.” So also Paulus, while 
Bengel thinks of messengers. Let it be observed that écyov, ver. 21, and 
éAeyov, ver. 22, correspond to one another, and that therefore, as in ver. 22, 
so also in ver. 21, there is the less reason to think of another subject than 
that which stands there. — ééorn| He is out of His mind, has become frantic.® 
This strong meaning (erroneously rendered, however, by Luther : He wil 
go out of his mind) is incontestably required by the forcible xparjoa, as well 
as by the subsequent still stronger analogous expression BeeAfeBoda Eyer. 
Hence it is not to be explained of a swoon or the like, but is rightly ren- 
dered by the Vulgate : in furorem versus est. To the relatives of Jesus, at 
that time still (John vii. 8) unbelieving (according to Mark, even to Mary, 
which certainly does not agree with the preliminary history in Matthew and 
Luke’), the extraordinary teaching and working of Jesus, far transcending 


1 Comp. Xen. Anab. vi. 6. 243 Oyrop. vi. 2. 
1; Polyb. xxiii. 1. 6; 1 Macc. ix. 44. See 


kat waiverar, and see Wetstein. Comp. Xen. 
Mem. i. 8.12: rod dpovety eéiorynowy. 


Bernhardy, p. 256. 

2 Comp. vi. 17, xii. 12, xiv. 1; Matt. xxvi, 
4; Judg. xvi. 21; Tob. vi. 3; Polyb. viii. 20. 
8, a. 


$2 Cor. v.18; Arist. HZ. A. vi. 22: ééicrarar 


4 It is entirely arbitrary for Theophylact, 
Beza, Maldonatus, Bisping, and others to 
desire to exclude Mary from sharing in the 
judgment or: éééaTn. No better is the eva- 
sion in Olshausen, of a moment of weakness 
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their sphere of vision, producing such a profound excitement among all the 
people, and which they knew not how to reconcile with His domestic ante- 
cedents, were the eccentric activity of the frenzy which had taken posses- 
sion of Him. Comp. Theophylact (who regards é&éor7 as directly equivalent 
to daiwova éyer), Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Maldonatus, Jansen, and others, in- 
cluding Fritzsche, de Wette, Bleek (according to whom they considered 
Him as ‘‘at the least an enthusiast’), Holtzmann, Weizsicker, et al. The 
omission of the surprising historical trait in Matthew and Luke betrays a 
later sifting process. [See Note XVIIL., p. 47 seq. ] 


Remarxs.—To get rid of this simple meaning of ver. 21, placed beyond doubt 
by the clear words, expositors have tried very varied expedients. Thus Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus, who in other respects is right in his explanation, arbitrarily 
suggests for the éAeyov the subject tivé¢ dOovepoi, and adduces, even in his day, 
two other but unsuitable explanations.! According to Schoettgen and Wolf, 
the disciples (of wap’ airod) heard that so many people were outside, and went 
forth to restrain the multitude, and said: the people are frantic! According to 
Griesbach and Vater, the disciples likewise went forth after having heard that 
Jesus was teaching the people outside, and wished to bring Jesus in, for people were 
saying : ‘‘nimia eum omnium virium contentione debilitatum velut insanire !” ‘that 
He by too great contention in all His strength has been weakened so as to be 
insane.’’ According to Grotius, the relatives of Jesus also dwelt at Capernawm 
(which, moreover, Ewald, Lange, Bleek, and others suppose, although Mark 
has not at all any notice like Matt. iv. 13); they come out of their house, and 
wish to carry Jesus away from the house, where He was so greatly thronged, for 
the report? had spread abroad (éAeyov ydp) that He had fainted (according to 
Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 334: ‘“‘had fallen into a frenzy from exhaustion”). Ac- 
cording to Kuinoel, it is likewise obvious of itself that Jesus has left the house 
again and is teaching outside; while the mother and the brethren who are at 
home also go forth, in order to bring Jesus in to eat, and they say, with the view 
of pressing back the people: mawime defatigatus est! Comp. Késter, Imman. 
p. 185, according to whom they wish to hold Him on account of faintness. So 
again Linder in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1862, p. 556. According to Ebrard, § 70, 
notwithstanding the elc¢ oixov and the rdduv, Jesus is not in Capernaum, but at 
the house of a host; and in spite of vv. 31, 32, of wap’ avrov are the people in this 
lodging,*? who think, as they hear Him so zealously teaching (?), that He is out of 


and of struggling faith. Similarly Lange tives went forth to lay hold on Him, that 


finds here a moment of eclipse in the life of 
Mary, arising out of anxiety for her Son. If 
her Son had already been to her the Mes- 
siah, how should she not have found in His 
marvellous working the very confirmation 
of her faith in Him, and the begun fulfil- 
ment of the promises which had once been 
so definitely made to her! 

14, ée&AABoyv of olketor avTov KpaTHgat avTov, 
tva “Hh vToxwpyoy, eAeyoy yap TLVES, 
ore eféotn, Hyouv amwéotyn an’ avtrav dua 
Tov oxAov, 2. cE7ATov ... TapaBonOjcar, 
EXeyov yap, OTL... TapEAVIH TOV TOVOY 
TOU THMmaTOS, ayav Komidoas, “1, His rela- 


He might not withdraw, for some were say- 
ing, ort e&eor7y, that is, He is gone away from 
them on account of the crowd. 2. They went 
forth .. . toaid Him, for they were saying 
... He has relaxed the tone of His body 
by exerting Himself too much.” 

2Even Schleiermacher (Z. J. p. 190 f.) 
presents the matter as if they had learnt by 
rumor that He wasin an wnsettled condition, 
and that they thought it better to detain 
Him (kparetv) in domestic life. 

3 Kahnis (Dogm. I. p. 428 f.) also explains 
it of the hosts and disciples (not of the 
mother and the brethren), He thinks that 
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His mind, and go out to seize upon Him, but are at once convinced of their 
error! According to Ammon, LD. J. IL. p. 155, the people have gathered together 
round His dwelling, while He is sitting at meat ; He hastens into the midst of 
the people, but is extricated by His friends out of the throng, because in their 
opinion He has fallen into a faint. Lange, L.J. Il. 2, p. 834, takes é&éorn 
rightly, but regards it as the presupposition of the popular judgment, into which 
the kinsfolk of Jesus had with politic prudence entered, in order on this pretext 
to rescue Him from the momentary danger, because they believed that He 
did not sufficiently estimate this danger (namely, of having broken with the 
hierarchical party). In this way we may read everything, on which the matter 
is to depend, belween the lines. Schenkel also reads between the lines, that the 
relatives of Jesus had been persuaded on the part of His enemies that He Him- 
self was a person possessed. It is aptly observed by Maldonatus : ‘‘ Hune lo- 
cum difficiliorem pietas facit... ; pio quodam studio nonnulli rejecta verbo- 
rum proprietate alias, quae minus a pietate abhorrere viderentur, interpretationes 
quaesiverunt. Nescio an, dum pias quaererent, fulsas invenerint,”’ ‘‘ This 
passage piety renders more difficult—by a certain pious study some, the proper 
sense of the word having been rejected, have sought other interpretations which 
seem less repugnant to piety. I might say while they sought pious ones they 
found false ones.”’ According to Késtlin, p. 342, Mark has, <‘ after the manner 
of later pragmatists,” taken the éAeyov Ore éféorn, which originally had the less 
exceptional sense of enthusiasm, as a malicious calumny. Thus, indeed, what 
appears offensive is easily set aside and laid upon the compiler, as is done, 
moreover, in another way by Baur, Evang. p. 559. 


Vv. 22-80. See on Matt. xii. 24-32, who narrates more completely from 
the collection of Logia and historical tradition. Comp. Luke xi. 15-23, xii. 
10.— And the scribes, etc., asserted a still worse charge. — Ver. 28. 
mpoonarcobu. avtot¢| De Wette is of opinion, without warrant, that this could 
only have taken place in the open air, not in the house (ver. 20). They were 
in the house along with, but further away from, Jesus ; He calls them to 
Him to speak with them. —caravac caravay] not : one Satan . . . the other, 
but : Satan . . . himself ; see on Matt xii. 26. Comp. 6 caravac . . . é@’ 
éavrdv, ver. 26. ‘The want of the article with the proper name is not opposed 
to this. — Ver. 24. Now, in order to make good this réc¢ dbvara (é.€., ob 
divarat x.7.2.), there come, linked on by the simple and (not ydép), two 
illustrative analogues (év rapaBoAaic), after which at ver. 26, but likewise by 
the simple and, not by a particle of inference, is added the point, quod erat 
demonstrandum. This symmetrical progression by means of xai is rhetorical; 
it has something in it impressive, striking—a feature also presenting itself 
in the discourse as it proceeds asyndetically in vv. 27 and 28. — Ver. 28. The 
order of the words: rdvra ade). roic vioic tov avlporav Ta auapthuata places 
them so apart, as to lay a great emphasis on révra.!_ The expression roie¢ vioic 
tT. avOp., not a singular reminiscence from Matt. xii. 82 (Weiss), is rather a 
trait of Mark, depicting human weakness, —alwviov duapr.] namely, in re- 


they wished to bring Him into the house by 1See Bornemann and Herbst, ad Xen. 
saying that He was in the ecstatic state like Mem. ii. 10. 2. 
the prophets. 


; NOTES. AY 


spect of the guilt, ‘‘nunquam delendi,” ‘‘never to be effaced,” Beza. [See 
Note XIX., p. 48.]— Ver. 80. 6rc éAeyov: (He spake thus) because they said. 
Comp. Luke xi. 18.— rveiipa axdfaprov] not again as at ver. 22: BeeACeBova 
éyer, because of the contrast with rvetua rd dyiov. The less is it to be said that 
Mark places on a par the blasphemy against the person of Jesus (Matt xii. 
31 f.) and that against the Holy Spirit (Késtlin, p. 318), or that he has ‘‘al- 
ready given up” the former blasphemy (Hilgenfeld). It is included, in fact, 
in ver. 28. 

Vv. 31-85. See on Matt. xii. 46-50. Comp. Luke viii. 19-21. — ipyovras 
oiv| oby points back, by way of resuming, to ver. 21.’ égpyovra: corresponds 
with é70ov, ver. 21, where Bengel pertinently observes : ‘‘ Exitum sequetur 
7d venire, ver. 31,” ‘*The coming (ver. 31) follows the going forth.” Eb- 
rard resorts to harmonistic evasions. —oi ade/¢0i] They are named at vi. 3. 
Of a ‘‘ position of guardianship towards the Lord ” (Lange), which they had 
wished to occupy, nothing is said either here or at John vii. 3, and here all 
the less that, in fact, the mother was present. — 2£w] outside, in front of the 
house, ver. 20, Matt. xii. 47. — Ver. 32. The mention of the sisters here for 
the first time is an inaccuracy. [See Note XX., p. 48.] — Ver. 34. repiBrer. 
ktxA~| Comp. vi. 6.2— The expressive looking round was here an entirely 
different thing from that of ver. 5. Bengel: ‘‘suavitate summa.” How 
little did His actual mother and His reputed brothers and sisters as yet 
comprehend Him and His higher ministry ! 


Notres BY AMERICAN EprTor. 


XVI. Vv. 1-6. 


Weiss ed. Mey. thinks it probable that Mark blended some features of another 
Sabbath healing (Luke xiv. 2-6), which belongs to ‘‘the earlier source,” and 
which Matthew has more fully used. As between this view and that of Meyer, 
there is little ground for decision. 


XVII. Ver. 8. 7KoAotOnoev K.T.A. 


The evidence in favor of the singular seems decisive ; also that for the omis- 
sion of aity. Tisch. wrongly places the verb after “Iovdaiac, while Meyer 
retains the article before repi, against the evidence of S*ande BC L A. The 
view of Meyer, as to the two parts of the crowd, seems correct ; comp. the 
punctuation of the R. V. 


XVIII. Ver. 21. érz é&éorn. 


There is no objection to the strong sense attached to this phrase by Meyer, 
although Weiss ed. Mey. thinks that N. T. usage will justify the meaning ; ‘‘to 
be under strong excitement.” Nor need we deny that the relatives of Jesus were 


1See Kriiger, Cyrop. i. 5. 14; Klotz, ad Phaed. ’2 B, and the passages in Sturz, Lex, 
Denar. p. 718. Xen. Il. p. 803 f. 
2 Hom. Od. viii. 273; Herod. iv. 182; Plat. 
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unbelieving. The view that they used this utterance as a pretext to remove Him 
from the multitude is not impossible. But it by no means follows, even if the 
strongest sense is accepted, that the unbelief of Mary is here so fully implied 
as to create disagreement with the preliminary narratives of Matthew and 
Luke. 

Moreover, if Meyer holds that the other Synoptists omit this “surprising his- 
torical trait’’ because of ‘‘a later sifting process,” with what reason can he 
object to Schenkel’s ‘‘ reading between the lines,’’ or to Baur’s laying the bur- 
den of what is offensive on the ‘“‘compiler’’ ? All the verse asserts is that on a 
given occasion the friends of Jesus said, ‘‘ He is beside Himself.’’ It is writing 
between the lines to say that this contradicts the story of His birth. The 
‘sifting process” belongs to a later school of litteratewrs than the Evangelists, 
and stands on the same moral level with ‘‘ additions from later reflection,’’ etc. 


XIX. Ver. 28. aiwviov duapriuatoc. 


As the word dudprnua, which is well attested here, usually refers to an act of 
sin, the idea of eternal activity in sin seems to be suggested by the choice of 
the term in this connection. The notion of guilt would more properly lie in 
the word évoyoc ; the ground of it is in the “‘ eternal sin,’’ which therefore in- 
volves eternal guilt. 


XX. Ver. 32. ai adeAdai cov. 


This phrase is wanting in the best authorities (see critical notes), and only 
accepted by Tischendorf and others, because it does not occur in parallel pas- 
sages. Meyer calis the mention of the sisters here for the first time ‘‘ an inac- 
curacy,” probably meaning that the proper place would have been ir. ver. 31. 
Weiss ed. Mey. suggests that in ver. 31 Mark retained the form of an earlier 
source, which also contained this anecdote. Neither of them tells us whether 
he deems Mark correct in stating that the sisters were present. But as the 
statement is made by the multitude, there is room for the theory of ‘later re- 
fiection’’ on the part of some one on the outskirts of the crowd! At all events, 
both Matthew and Mark speak of the sisters of Jesus (Matt. xiii. 56 ; Mark 
vi. 3) in passages where the text is not in doubt, and ver. 35 here, as well as 
Matt. xii. 50, suggests their presence, 
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CHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 1. ovvyy$7] Lachm. and Tisch. read ovvdayerai, following B C LA 8, 
min. Rightly ; the alteration was made from Matt. xiii. 2, partly to cuvmyAnoav 
(so A, min.), partly to cvuvny0n. — Instead of rodvc, according to the same evi- 
dence, rAcioroc is to be adopted, with Tisch. — Ver. 3. rov oveipar] Lachm. and 
Tisch. [W.and Hort, Weiss] have merely oveipai,following only B 8* 102.—Ver. 4. 
After werewva Elz. has tov oipavod, in opposition to decisive evidence. It is 
taken from Luke viii. 5.— Ver. 5. Instead of dAdo dé read, with Lachm. and 
Tisch., cai dAdo, according to B C L M** A &, min. vss. The Recepta is from 
Matt. xiii. 5. — Ver. 6. jAiov dé avareidavtoc] Lachm. and Tisch. read «al bre 
avétetdev 6 hasoc, following BC DLA ®, Copt. Vulg. Cant. Vind. Corb. 2, Rd. 
The Recepta is from Matt. xiii. 6. — Ver. 8. 4220] BC L 8, min. have the reading 
aiAa (Fritzsche, Rinck, Tisch.). [So W. and Hort, R. V., and Weiss.] It is 
from Matt. and was favored by the tripartite division that follows. — avéivorta] 
ACDLA, 238 have aiéavéuevov. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. 
and Tisch, [B (wrongly cited in Meyer) have atéavdueva, accepted by W. and 
Hort, R. V., Weiss; the participles then agreeing with a/da.] Rightly, be- 
cause the intransilive aiéaverv is the prevailing form in the N. T. — Instead of 
the threefold repetition of év, Tisch. has ei¢ three times, following B C* L A, 
min. Yet Bl have EIZ once and EN twice, [So W. and Hort, and, appar- 
ently, Weiss.] The reading of Tisch. is to be regarded as original ; the é», 
which is likewise strongly attested, was a gloss upon it, and that reading then 
became easily taken and interpreted, in comparison with Matt. xiil. 8, as the 
numeral év. In ver. 20 also the év is not to be written three times, but with 
all the uncials, which have breathings and accents: éy, as also Tisch. has it. — 
Ver. 9. 6 yor] Lachm. and Tisch. have é¢ éye, following BC* DA &8*. The 

decepta is from Matt. xiii. 9; Luke viii. 8. —Ver. 10. 7parncar] Fritzsche, 
Lachm. and Tisch. have 7pérav! on preponderant evidence (D has éxnpdrtwr). 
To be adopted. If the imperfect had been introduced from Luke viii. 9, 
éxnoétwy would be more diffused. — r7v rapa3oAjv] Tisch. has ra¢ wapaBorde, 
following B C LA 8, vss. The singular is a correction; comp. Luke. — 
Ver. 11. yvévac] is wanting in A B C* K L. 8, min. Copt. Corb. 1. Suspected 
by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition from Matt. xiii. 11; 
Luke yiii. 10. With Tischendorf the words are to be arranged thus: rT. pvor. 
dé0, tT. Bao. — Ver. 12. 7a duaptnuata] is wanting in BC L &, min. Copt. Arm. 
Cr. (twice) ; condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Fritzsche 
and Tisch. An addition, instead of which is found also rd rapantowara (min.). 
— Ver. 15. év taic¢ kapd, avtov] C L A &, Copt. Syr. p. (in the margin) Colb. : év 
avroig (so Tisch.), and in favor of this B and min. testify by the reading «i¢ 


1 Ined. VIII. Tisch., following C &, has the evidence in its favor is the case in Matt. xy. 
form ynpérovy, which probably is only a 23. The Jonic form of the verb in ew is en- 
transeriber’s error, aS with still stronger tirely foreign to the N, T. 


4 
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aitotc. [The latter reading is accepted by Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.] The 
Recepta is explanatory after Matt. xiii. 19, comp. Luke viii. 12, but at the same 
time its testimony is in favor of év airoic, not of ei¢ aitotc. — Ver. 18. kai odroi 
iow] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. read xai dAdoi ciow, following B C*D L AX, 
Copt. Vulg. Cant. Ver. Colb, Vind. Germ. Corb. Rightly; the Recepia originated 
by mechanical process after vv. 15, 16, comp. ver. 20. When this otros came 
in, there emerged at once an incompatibility with the subsequent otro eiow, 
therefore this lalter was omitted (A C*¥* EG HK MSU VII, min., Copt. Syr. 
p. Goth, Slay. Brix. Theophyl. Matth. and Fritzsche), while others removed 
the first otroi ciovw (min. Arm.). — Ver. 19. tovrov after aidvoc is rightly deleted 
by Griesb., Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. in conformity with very considerable 
testimony. A current addition. — Ver. 20. ovro:] Tisch. has éxeivor, following 
BCLA 8; otro: is a mechanical repetition, and comp. Matt. and Luke. — 
Ver. 21. The order épyeraz 6 Avyvoc is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., 
according toB OC DL A &; min, vss. — éxute67] tef7 is attested by BC LA 8, 
min, (so also Fritzsche, Lachm. and: Tisch. ; recommended, moreover, by 
Griesb.). The compound word is more precise in definition, and came in here 
and at Luke viii. 16.— Ver. 22. The 7 (which Lachm. brackets) was easily 
omitted after éo7c as being superfluous. — 6 éav wy] many variations, among 
which édv 7 has the strong attestation of AC KL, min. It is commended by 
Griesb., and is to be adopted. The apparent absurdity of the sense! suggested 
partly the addition of 6, partly, in conformity with what follows, readings with 
iva, namely, 422’ iva (D, vss.) and éav py iva (so Lachm. Tisch. [Treg., W. and 
Hort, R. V.], following B D8), & ja) iva (min.), [Meyer's explanation is unsatis- 
factory, since o is the latest reading ; éav ju) iva is found in the oldest mss., and 
is probably the original form.]— Ver, 24. After the second jyiv, Elz. Fritzsche, 
Scholz have toi¢ dxovovow, which also Lachm. and Tisch. on detisive evidence 
have deleted (it is a gloss), while Griesb. strikes out the whole kai mpooreO. buiv 
roic ax. (only in accordance with D G, Codd. It.), and Fritzsche places these 
words after axovere (according to Arm.). The course followed by Griesb. and 
Fritzsche must be rejected on account of the very weakness of the evi- 
dence ; the reading of Griesb. arose from the fact that the eye of the tran- 
scriber passed from the first dui directly to the second. — Ver. 25. b¢ yap dv éyn] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have 6¢ yap éye, following B C L AX, min., to which, 
moreover, D E* ¥, al. are added with the reading é¢ yap dv éyer. According to 
this, éye: alone is to be read ; dv was added probably in recollection of Luke 
vii. 18, and then é@yec was transmuted into 4y7.— Ver. 28. ydp is to be deleted, 
with Lachm. and Tisch., following very important authorities. A connective 
addition, instead of which D has 67: air. — rAqjpn citov] Lachm. and Tisch. 
[Weiss] read Apne citoc, following B, to which D should be added with the 
reading mAnpne 6 citoc. mAnpne oitoc is the original, which it was subsequently 
thought necessary to help by a structural emendation. [But 8 supports the 
Rec., and the reading of B is very peculiar ; W. and Hort retain the accusative. ] 
— Ver. 30. tiv] B CL A, min. Ver. have rac, which Griesb. has recom- 
mended, Fritzsche and Tisch. have adopted. ti is from Luke xiii. 18.— év 
rola napaporq rapaBdrwuev avtiv] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have év rive abriv 
rapapory Oapev, following BC*L A 8, min. Ver. Or. Rightly; rola came in 


1The reading éév ~ is in no wise absurd (Fritzsche, de Wette), but it gives the same 
logical analysis as x. 80. See in loc, 
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as a gloss upon tiv, after the analogy of the preceding rc ; and the more dif- 
ficult Oouev was explained by rapaBadonev. — Ver. 31. xdxxov] Elz. Fritzsche, 
Tisch. read xécxw, following BDAIL&. As after the second half of ver. 30 
the accusative (Griesb. Scholz, Lachm.) more readily suggested itself (in con- 
nection with 6duev or rapaZsdrwpuev), the dative isto be preferred as the more dif- 
ficult reading, which was the more easily supplanted by comparison of the dif- 
ferent connections in Matt. xiii. 31 ; Luke xiii. 19. — pwixpdrepoc] Lachm, reads 
puxpérepov, following BDLMA®&, min. He adds, moreover, 6v according to 
BLA, omitting the subsequent éori, and encloses tév én t7¢ yijc, Which is 
wanting in C. Ver., in brackets. Tisch. also has pixpdrepov bv, omitting éori. 
The Recepta is to be retained ; pixpdrepov is a grammatical correction,! that has 
originated from a comparison with Matt., and the added év, having arisen from 
the writing twice over of the ON which had gone before, or from the marginal 
writing of ON over the final syllable of p«pdrepOX, dislodged the subsequent 
éoti, whereupon, doubtless, the connection was lost. [Recent editors, R. V., 
agree with Tisch., against Meyer.|]— Ver. 34. 7. af. avrov] Tisch. reads r. 
idiowg wa9., following BC LA 8, Rightly ; the Receptais the usual expression. 
— Ver. 36. The reading w/oia instead of tAosdpia (as Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz have 
it) is so decisively attested, that but for that circumstance the more rare riordpia 
would have to be defended. — Ver. 37. Instead of aird 75n yeuitecAa, Griesb. 
approved, and Lachm., and Tisch. read, 70n yeuilecAar 70 rAciov, following BC 
DLA S8** Copt. Syr. p. (in the margin) Vulg. It. This latter is to be preferred ; 
the simple mode of expression was smoothed. — Ver. 38. Instead of é: before 
7. Tp., Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. read év on decisive evidence. — Ver. 40. 
obra] is deleted by Lachm., following B DLA 8, Copt, Aeth. Vulg. It., and 

_ subsequently, instead of zO¢ ov«, he has, with Griesb., ojzw according to the 
sameand otherauthorities. [So Treg., W.and Hort, R. VY. The evidence is too 
strong to be set aside.] But the Recepta is, with Tisch. [Weiss], to be main- 
tained. For in accordance with Matt. viii. 26 otrw was very easily dropped, 
while ojvw just as easily crept in as a modifying expression, which at the same 
time dislodged the zac. 


Vy. 1-9. See on Matt. xiii. 1-9. Comp. Luke viii. 4-8. Matthew has 
here a group of parables from the collection of Logia to the number of 
seven,—a later and richer selection than Mark gives with his three simili- 
tudes, the second of which, however (vv. 26-29), Matthew has not, because 
it probably was not embraced in the collection of Logia. See on ver. 26 ff. 
[and Note XXIV., p. 60.] Matthew has worked by way of amplification, 
and not Mark by way of reducing and weakening (Hilgenfeld). — rdéan, see 
iii. 7. —#pEato] For from «at ovvdéyerac onward is related what happened 
after the commencement of His teaching. — Ver. 2. év rH dudayh avtov| in His 
doctrinal discourse. Of the many (70s2a) Mark adduces some. — Ver. 7. 
ovvérviéav| choked the germinating seed, compressing it. Comp. Theophy- 
lact, c. pl. vi. 11. 6 : dévdpa ovprviydueva. — Ver. 8. dvaBaivovta Kad abéavé- 
nevov (see the critical remarks) is predicate of xaprév, hence édidov kaprév 
(and consequently also xaprov ov« édwxe, ver. 7) is to be understood not of 
the grains of corn, but of the corn-stalks ascending and growing (shooting 


1 neigwr, too, ver. 82, became changed in codd. into wetgov. SoA CHL V8, min. Tisch. 
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upward and continuing to grow). [See Note XXI., p. 59.] The produce 
of the grains is only mentioned in the sequel : kai é¢epev x.7-2. In the clas- 
sics also xaprég means generally that which grows in the field.1_ Comp. 
kaprodopei, ver. 28, — With the Recepta év rpidxovra is to be taken as : one 
bore thirty (neuter : nothing to be supplied), 7.e., according to the connec- 
tion : one grain, which had been sown, bore thirty grains, another sixty, 
and so on.? With the reading el¢ rpidxovra (see the critical remarks) we 
must render: it bore wp to thirty, and up to sixty, etc. If év rpidkovra be 
read, the meaning is: it bore in (at the rate of) thirty, etc., so that the 
fruit-bearing was consummated in thirty, and so on. Observe, further, how 
ver. 8 has changed the primitive form of the Logia-collection still preserved 
in Matthew, especially as to the climax of the fruitfulness, which in Mat- 
thew is descending, in Mark ascending. — Ver. 9. kat @/eyev] ‘‘pausa fre- 
quens, sermonibus gravissimis interposita,” ‘‘a frequent pause, interposed 
in the most weighty discourses,” Bengel. Comp. ii. 27. 

Vv. 10-20. See on Matt. xiii. 10-23. Comp. Luke vii. 9-15. —xarayévac] 
therefore, according to Mark, no longer in the ship, ver. 1. — oi repi airév] 
they who besides and next after the Twelve were the more confidential dis- 
ciples of Jesus. A more precise definition than in Matthew and Luke. Of 
the Seventy (Kuthymius Zigabenus) Mark hasno mention. [See Note XXII., 
p. 60.] We may add that Matthew could not have better made use of the 
expression oi rept adrov ody Toic dédexa (Holtzmann, who therefore pronounces 
it not to belong to the primitive-Mark), nor could he not use it at all 
(Weiss in the Zeitschr. f. D. Theol. 1864, p. 86 f.). He has only changed 
the detailed description of Mark into the usual expression, and he goes to 
work in general less accurately in delineating the situation. — rac rapaf. | 
see ver, 2.— Ver. 11. dédora] of the spiritual giving brought about by 
making them capable of knowing; hence yrva (which here is spurious) in 
Matthew and Luke. —roic é&w] that is, to those who are outside of our 
circle, to the people. The sense of oj 2m is always determined by the con- 
trast to it. In the Epistles it is the non-Christians (1 Cor. v. 12 f.; Col. iv. 
5; 1 Thess. iv. 12; 1 Tim. iii. 7). We are the less entitled to discover 
here, with de Wette, an unsuitable iorepov mpérepov of expression, seeing 
that the expression in itself so relative does not even in the Talmud denote 
always the non-Jews (Schoettgen, ad 1 Cor. v. 12 f.), but also those who do 
not profess the doctrine of the D°.337—the D°N¥'N ; see Lightfoot, p. 609. 
— év rapap. Ta ravta yivera] év rapa. has the emphasis: in parables the 
whole is imparted to them, so that there is not communicated ta them in addi- 
‘tion the abstract doctrine itself. All that is delivered to them of the mys- 
tery of the Messiah’s kingdom—that is, of the divine counsel concerning 
it, which was first unveiled in the gospel—is conveyed to them under a veil 
of parable, and not otherwise. On yiverar, comp. Herod. ix. 46: juiv of 
Adyot yeyévact, Thucyd. v. 111, al. — Ver. 12. wa] not: ta ut, as Wolf, 


1 Hom. 1.1. 156; Xen. de venat. v.5; Plat. vii. 4. 27: &v pépos €dAaBov *Apyetor, & 85€ On- 
Theaet. p. 149 E, Crat.p. 410 C,as in the Bator, év d& "Apkddes, &v 58 Mecoryvot, Arist. 
‘German Frucht, Friichte. Eth. Nic. vi. 1.5 ; Ecclus. xxxi. 23 f. 

2 On the wsus loguendi, comp. Xen. Hell. 
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Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, and others would have it, but, as it always 
is (comp. on Matt. i. 22), a pure particle of design. The unbelieving people 
are, by the very fact that the communicatiens of the mystery of the Mes- 
siah’s kingdom are made to them in parables and not otherwise, intended 
not to attain toinsight into this mystery, and thereby to conversion and 
forgiveness. This idea of the divine Nemesis is expressed under a remem- 
brance of Isa. vi. 9, 10, which prophetic passage appears in Matthew (less 
originally) as a formal citation by Jesus, and in an altered significance of 
bearing attended by a weakening of its teleological point. Baur, indeed, 
finds the aim expressed in Mark (for it is in nowise to be explained away) 
absolutely inconceivable ; but it is to be conceived of as a mediate, not as a 
final, aim —a ‘‘judicium divinum,” ‘‘ divine sentence” (Bengel), which has 
a paedagogie purpose. — Ver. 13. After Jesus, vv. 11, 12, has expressed the 
right of His disciples to learn, not merely, like the unbelieving multitude, 
the parables themselves, but also their meaning—the pverjpiov contained in 
them—and has thus acknowledged their question in ver. 10 as justified, He 
addresses Himself now, with anew commencement of His discourse (kai 
Aéyet avtoic, comp. Vv. 21, 24, 26, 30; 85), to the purpose of answering that 
question, and that with reference to the particular concrete parable, ver. 
3 ff. To this parable, which is conceived as having suggested the general 
question of ver. 10 (hence 7. rapafo/7v tatryv), He confines Himself, and in- 
troduces the exposition to be given with the words : Know ye not this par- 
able, and how shall ye (in general) understand all parables? These words are 
merely intended to lead back in a lively manner, after the digression of vv. 
11, 12, to the point of the question at ver. 10, the reply to which then begins 
at ver. 14 with respect to that special parable. A reproach is by some 
found in the words (since unto you it is given, etc., ver. 11, it surprises me, 
that ye know not, etc.). See Fritzsche and de Wette, the latter accusing 
Mark of placing quite inappropriately in the mouth of Jesus an wiseasonable 
reproach. But Mark himself pronounces decisively against the entire sup- 
position of this connection by his kat 2éyer airoic, whereby he separates the 
discourse of ver. 13 from what has gone before. If the assumed connection 
were correct, Mark must have omitted this introduction of a new portion of 
discourse, and instead of ov« oidate must have used perhaps kai tyueic ovK 
oidare, or some similar link of connection with what precedes. Moreover, 
ver. 13 is to be read as one question (comp. Lachmann and Tischendorf [W. 
and Hort.]), and in such a way that kal Oc «.7.2. still depends on ov« oidarte 
(comp. Ewald) ; not, as Fritzsche would have it, in such a way that «ai in- 
dicates the consequence, and there would result the meaning : ‘‘ Ye under- 
stand not this parable, and are ye to understand all parables?” But this 
would rather result in the meaning : Ye understand not this parable ; how 
is it, consequently, possible that ye shall understand all parables? And 
this would be a strange and unmeaning, because altogether self-evident 
consequence. Usually ver. 13 is divided into two questions (so, too, de 
Wette), and zxdoa¢ is taken as equivalent to : all the rest ; but this is done 
quite without warrant, since the idea of Aoméc would be precisely the point 
in virtue of the contrast which is assumed. — yrdceote] future, because the 
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disciples were now aware how they should attain to the understanding of 
the whole of the parables partly delivered already (ver. 2), partly still to be 
delivered in time to come. — The following interpretation of the parable, vv. 
14-20, is ‘‘so vivid, rich, and peculiar, that there is good reason for finding 
in it words of Christ Himself,” Ewald. [See Note XXIII., p. 60.]— Ver. 
15. Observe the difference between the local érov and the temporal 
éray, in connection with which «ai isnot adversative (Kuinoel, de Wette), 
but the simple conjunctive and: The following are those (who are sown) 
by the way-side: then, when the teaching is sown and they shall have 
heard, cometh straightway Satan, etc. —Ver. 16. éuolwc] in like manner, 
after an analogous figurative reference, in symmetrical further inter- 
pretation of the parable. Translate: And the following are in like manner 
those who are sown on the stony ground: (namely) those who, when they 
shall have heard the word, immediately receive it with joy ; and they have 
not root in themselves, etc. It is more in keeping with the simplicity and 
vividness of the discourse not to take the xa? ox éyovo. along with oi. — 
Ver. 18 f. And there are others, who are sown among the thorns ; these are they 
who, ete. If dxotovree be read,—which, however, would arise more easily 
from the similar parallel of Matthew than akotcavrec (B C DL A 8, Tisch.) 
from the dissimilar:one of Luke,—the course of events is set forth from the 
outset, whereas dxovcartec sets it forth from the standpoint of the result 
(they have heard, and, etc.). —rTd Aoiuré] besides riches : sensual pleasure, 
honor, etc. —eiorop.] namely, into that place whither the word that is 
heard has penetrated, into the heart. The expression does not quite fit into 
the parable itself ; but this does not point to less of originality (Weiss). 
De Wette wrongly observes that elorop. is probably an erroneous explana- 
tion of the ropevduevor in Luke. — Ver. 20. év (not é ; see the critical re- 
marks on ver. 8) rpidxovra k.7.A. is, it is true, so far out of keeping, that by 
retaining the numbers the discourse falls back from the interpretation into 
the figure ; but the very repetition of the striking closing words of the par- 
able, in which only the preposition is here accidentally changed, betokens 
the set purpose of solemn emphasis. 

Vy. 21-23. Comp. Luke viii. 16 f. Meaning (comp. Matt. v. 15, x. 26) : 
‘‘the light, z.e., the knowledge of the pvorpiov tHe PaorAeiac, which ye re- 
ceive from me, ye are not to withhold from others, but to bring about its 
diffusion ; for, as what is concealed is not destined for concealment, but 
rather for becoming manifest, so also is the mystery of the Messiah’s king- 
dom.”* These sayings, however, as far as ver. 25, have not their original 


1 According to others, Jesus gives an 
allegorical exhortation to virtue; ‘ut 


others. But the kindled light would, in 
fact, be already the symbol of virtue, and 


lucerna candelabro imponenda est, sic vos 
oportet, discipuli, non quidem vitam um- 
bratilem sine yirtutis splendore agere ; 
sed,” ‘‘That as a lamp should be placed 
upon a lamp-stand, so it behoves you, dis- 
ciples, not to lead a life of retirement with- 
out the brightness of virtue; but,” etc., 
Fritzsche, comp, Theophylact, Grotius, and 


Jesus would forbid the exercise of it in 
secret! Moreover, this view is not re- 
quired by ver. 20, since with ver. 21 a new 
portion of the discourse commences ; and 
our view is not forbidden by ver. 11 (comp. 
ver. 34), since in yer. 11 Jesus is only speak- 
ing of the then unsusceptible multitude, 
and, if pushed to consistent general applica- 
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place here, but belong to what (according to Papias) Mark wrote ob ré£ev, 
‘‘not in order.” Holtzmann judges otherwise, p. 81, in connection with 
his assumption of a primitive-Mark. The collection of Logia is sufficient as 
a source. [See Note XXIII., p. 60.] Comp. Weiss in the Jahrb. f. D. 
Theol. 1864, p. 88. — épyera] Doth the lamp then possibly come, etc. ? ipyecbar 
is used of inanimate things which are brought ; very frequently also in clas- 
sical writers. — b7d tov uddov] See on Matt. v. 15.—xKAivyr] a tabdle-couch. 
Comp. vii. 4. After «Aivqv there is only a comma,to be placed : the ques- 
tion is one as far as rej. — According to the reading édav py davep. (see the 
critical remarks), the rendering is: nothing is hidden, if it shall not (in fu- 
ture) be made manifest.' So surely and certainly does the ¢avépucre set in ! 
[But see additional critical note. ] — a2? iva ei¢ dav. 2264] The logical refer- 
ence of a# is found in a pregnant significance of azéxpudov : nor has there 
anything (after oidé, 7. is again to be mentally supplied) taken place as 
secret, 7.e., what is meant to be secret, but what in such a case has come to pass, 
has the destination, etc. 

Vv. 24, 25. Comp. Luke vill. 18. — Brérere] Be heed ful as to what ye hear ; 
how important it is rightly to understand what is delivered to you by me ! 
év @ pétpo x.t.A.] A ground of encouragement to heedfulness, It is other- 
wise in Matt. vii. 2. In our passage the relation of heedfulness to the know!- 
edge thereby to be attained is described. Euthymius Zigabenus well says : év 
@ neTpo peTpEeite THY Tpocoyyy, Ev TO avT@ uetpyOjoeTar bulv  yvaowc, Tovtéativ™ 
bony eiagépete Tpoooynv, TooatTn TapacyebjoeTar buiv yvdow, Kal ov udvov év TO 
ate pétpy, GAAG Kad rAéov, ‘ with what measure ye mete your attention, with 
that same will knowledge be measured unto you—that is : as much attention 
as ye apply, so much knowledge will be supplied to you, and not only in 
the same measure, but also more.” — Ver. 25. Reason assigned for the fore- 
going kai rpooreOycetax. The application of the proverbial saying (comp. 
Matt. xiii, 12, xxv. 29) is: For if ye (through heedfulness) have become 
rich in knowledge, ye shall continually receive still larger accession to this 
riches (that is just the zpoorefjoera) ; but if ye (through heedlessness) are 
poor in knowledge, ye shall also lose even your little knowledge. Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus erroneously refers dofjcera:, ‘‘ shall be given,” only to the 
yvaaic, ‘‘ knowledge,” and éyn, ‘‘ hath,” to the rpocoyfr, ‘‘ attention.” So also 
Theophylact. 

Vy. 26-29. Jesus now continues, as is proved by ver. 33 f. (in opposition 
to Baur, Markusevang. p. 28), His parabolic discourses to the people ; hence 
éZeyev is here used without aizoic (vv. 21, 24), and vy. 10-25 are to be re- 
garded as aninserted episode (in opposition to de Wette, Hinl. § 94b, who 


tion, these words spoken at ver. 11 would you in secret I wish to be perpetually con- 


quite annul the apostolic calling. Zistory cealed; ... the light is through me kindled 
has refuted this general application. Eras- in you, that by your ministry it may dispel 


the darkness of the whole world.” 


mus, Paraphr., aptly says: “‘ Nolite putare 
1 “Td fit successive in hoe saeculo, et fiet 


me, quod nune secreto vobis committo, per- 


petuo celatam esse velle;... lux est per me plene, quum lux omnia illustrabit,”’ ‘“ This 
in vobis accensa, ut vestro ministerio dis- occurs successively in this age, and will 
eutiat tenebras totius mundi,” ‘“ You oceur fully, when the light shall illumine 


should not think that what I now commit to 


all things, 1 Cor. iy. 5,”’ Bengel. 
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holds bre d2 éyévero xataydvac as absurd). —Mark alone has the following par- 
able, but in a form so thoughtful and so characteristically different from 
Matt. xiii, 24 f., that it is without sufficient ground regarded (by Ewald, 
Hilgenfeld, Késtlin) as founded on, or remodelica’ from, Matt. /.c., and there- 
fore as not originally belonging to this place,—a view with which Weiss 
agrees [see Note XXIV., p. 60], but traces the parable of Mark to the 
primitive form in the collection of Logia, and holds the enemy that sowed 
the tares, Matt. xiii., to have been brought into it by the first evangelist ; 
while Strauss (in Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. 1863, p. 209) has recourse to the nez- 
tral character of Mark, in accordance with which he is held to have removed 
the éyOpdc avOpwroc, ** enemy” (by which Paul is meant !). See, on the other 
hand, Klépper in the Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1864, p. 141 ff., who, with Weiz- 
sicker, discovers the point aimed at in the parable to be that of antagonism 
to the vehement expectations of a speedy commencement of the kingdom, 
—which, however, must have been directly indicated, and is not even im- 
plied in Matt. xiii. (see ver. 37 ff.). Without foundation Weizsiicker (p. 118) 
finds in the parable a proof that our Gospel of Mark was not written till 
after the destruction of Jerusalem, when the delaying of the Parousia had 
become evident. Here the establishment of the kingdom is not at all de- 
picted under the specific form of the Pwrouwsia, and there is nothing said of 
a delaying of it. —7 Baoireia r. Ocov] The Messianic kingdom, conceived of 
as preparing for its proximate appearance, and then (ver. 29) appearing at 
its tine. -— tov ordpov| the seed concerned. — Observe the aorist Bary, and 
then the presents which follow : has cast, and then sleeps and arises, ete. — 
voxta «. yuépav] With another form of conception the genitives might also 
be used here. See on the distinction, Kiihner, II. p. 219. The prefixing 
of vixra is here occasioned by the order of kaetdy cai éyeip. See, further, 
on Luke ii. 87. Erasmus erroneously refers éye/p to the seed, which is only 
introduced as subject with B2aor. — unxivyra] is extended, in so far, namely, 
as the shoot of the seed comes forth and mounts upwards (inerescat, Vulgate). 
Comp. LXX. Isa. xliv. 14. In the shoot the seed extends itself. — b¢ ovx oldev 
avr dc] ina way unknown to himself (the sower) ; he himself knows not how 
it comes about. See the sequel. — aitoudry] of itself, without man’s assist- 
ance.” Comp. Hesiod, épy. 118 ; Herod. ii. 94, viii. 188 ; and Wetstein in 
loc. — eira rAhpye citoc év 7. ot.] the nominative (see the critical remarks) 
with startling vividness brings before us the result as standing by itself : then 
JSull (developed to full size) grain in the ear! See on this nominative stand- 
ing forth in rhetorical relief from the current construction, Bernhardy, 
p. 68 f.—Ver. 29. rapad6] is usually explained intransitively, in the sense : 
shall have delivered itself over, namely, by its ripeness to the harvesting. 
[See Note XXV., p. 60.] Many transitive verbs are confessedly thus used 
in an intransitive signification, in which case, however, it is inappropriate 
to supply éavréy (Ktthner, Il. p. 9 f.). So, in particular, compounds of 


1 A “tame weakening,” in the opinion of ver. 27 (Weiss). The germinative power of 
Ililgenfeld, comp. Strauss; “of a second- the seed is conditioned by the immanent 
ary nature,” in that of Weizsiicker. power of the earth, which acts upon it. 

* Hence there is no inconsistency with 
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didéva.* But of this use of rapadidéva there is found no quite certain in- 
stance * (not even in 1 Pet. ii. 23, see Huther) ; moreover, the expression 
itself, ‘‘ the fruit has offered itself,” would be foreign to the simplicity of 
the style, and has a modern sound. Hence (comp. Kaeuffer, de Cafe aiwv. 
not. p. 49) rapad.d. 1s rather to be explained as to allow, in accordance with 
well-known usage: ? but when the fruit shall have allowed, i.e., when it is suf- 
ficiently ripe. Quite similar is the expression : t7¢ pac rapadidotbanc, Polyb. 
Xxli. 24. 9: when the season permitted. Bleek assents to this view. — droo- 
rédAec 76 Spéxavov] Comp. Joel iv. 13 ; Rev. xiv. 15.— The teaching of the 
parable is : Just as a man, after performing the sowing, leaves the germination 
and growth, etc., without further intervention, to the earth’s own power, but at 
the time of ripening reaps the harvest, so the Messiah leaves the ethical results 
and the new developments of life, which His word is fitted to produce in the 
minds of men, to the moral self-activity of the human heart, through which these 
results are worked out in accordance with their destination (dixacocbvy — this is 
the parabolic reference of the rAfpy¢ cizoc), but will, when the time for the es- 
tablishment of His kingdom comes, cause the ducaiove to be gathered into it (by 
the angels, Matt. xxiv. 31; these are the reapers, Matt. xiii. 39). The self- 
activity on which stress is here laid does not exclude the operations of 
divine grace, but the aim of the parable is just to render prominent the for- 
mer, not the latter. It is the one of the two factors, and its separate treat- 
ment, keeping out of view for the present the other, leaves the latter unaf- 
fected. Comp. ver. 24. Bengel aptly observes on avrowdry, ver. 28 : ‘non 
excluditur agricultura et coelestis pluvia solesque,” ‘‘ There is not excluded 
cultivation, heavenly rains and sunshine.” Moreover, Jesus must still for 
the present leave the mode of bringing about the dccacootv (by means of His 
iAaotApiov and faith thereon) to the later development of His doctrine. But 
the letting the matter take its course and folding the hands (Strauss) are 
directly excluded by aitouary, although the parable is opposed also to the 
conception of a so-called plan of Jesus.* 

Vv. 30-82. See on Matt. xii. 31 f. Comp. Luke xii. 17 f.—réc] how 
are we to bring the Messianic kingdom into comparison ?— % év tiv air. 
rapaBorn Oauev (see the critical remarks) : or in what parable are we to place 
it, set it forth? The expression inclusive of others (we) is in keeping with the 
deliberative form of discourse, The hearers are formally taken into the con- 
sultation. The deviation from the normal order of the words places the 
principal emphasis on tiv. —¢ xéxxy o.] o¢ is correlative to the wé¢ of 
ver. 30: so as itis likened to a grain of mustard seed. —The following ® is 


1See Viger., ed. Herm. p. 132; Valck- 
enaer, Diatr. p. 233; Jacobs, ad Philostr. 
p. 363 ; Kriiger, § 52. 2. 9; and see in general, 
Bernhardy, p. 339 f.; Winer, p. 225 [E. T. 
815]. 

2In Josh. xi. 19 the reading varies much 
and is doubtful; in Plat. Phaedr. p. 250 E, 
mapadovs is not necessarily reflexive. 

® Herod. v. 67, vii. 18; Xen. Anad. vi. 6. 
84; Polyb. iii. 12. 4. 


4 Comp. Schleiermacher, ZL. J. p. 348 ff. 

5 From the collection of Logia, and ina 
shape more original than Matthew and 
Luke, who add the historical form. Mark 
would least of all have divested it of this, if 
he had found it in existence. Comp. (in 
opposition to Holtzmann) Weiss in the 
Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1864, p. 93. [See Note 
XXVL., p. 60.] 
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not a parable in the stricter sense (not a history), but a comparison gener- 
ally, the representation of the idea, borrowed from the region of sense. 
Comp. iii. 28, vii. 17. See on Matt. xiii. 3.—Observe the twofold bérapv 
oxap?, VV. 31, 32. In the first the emphasis is on é7av, in the second on 
onapy. ‘ Exacte definit tempus illud, quum granum desinit esse parvum ct 
incipit fieri magnum,” ‘‘It defines exactly that time when the grain ceases 
to be small and begins to become great,” Bengel. 

Ver. 33 f. Comp. Matt. xiii. 34.—From roatrac it follows that Mark 
knew yet more parables that were spoken at that time. — kafa¢ 7dbvarto 
axobew| as they were able (in virtue of their capacity) to take i the teaching. 
Not as though they could have apprehended the inner doctrinal contents of 
the parables (ver. 11), but they were capable of apprehending the narrative 
form, the parabolic narrative in dtsel/, in which the teaching was veiled, 
so that they were thus qualified only in this form (xa0éc) to hear the doctrine. 
Accordingly, axotew here is neither : to understand, nor equivalent to Baora- 
few, John xvi. 12 (Bengel, Kuinoel, and others), but the simple to hear, to 
perceive. — obk érdder] at that time. See on Matt. xiii. 84. Baur indeed 
(see Markusevang. p. 24 f.) will not allow a limitation to the teaching at that 
time, but would draw the conclusion that Mark has perhaps not even re- 
garded the Sermon on the Mount, such as Matthew has it, as being histori- 
cal, and has given the foregoing parables as a substitute for it. But Mark 
himself certainly has doctrinal utterances of Jesus enough, which are not 
parabolical. 

Vv. 385-41. See on Matt. viii. 18, 23-27. Comp. Luke viii. 22-25. — é& 
éxelvy Th yuéoa| ver. 1 f.; a difference in respect of time from Matt. viii. 18. 
Luke viii. 22 is altogether indefinite. — dc 7v év 76 rAoiw| to be taken together ; 
as He was in the ship (comp. ver. 1) without delay for further preparation 
they take possession of Him. For examples of this mode of expression, see 
Kypke and Fritzsche. —xai dada dé] but other ships also’ were in His train 
(er avrov) during the voyage ; a characteristic descriptive trait in Mark.— 
Ver. 87. On Aaidap avéuov, comp. Hom. J/. xvii. 57; Anthol. Anacr. 82. 
On the accent of Aai/ay, see Lipsius, gramm. Untersuch. p. 36 f. — éréBarev] 
intransitive (comp. on v.r. 29, Plat. Phaedr. p. 248 A, and frequently) not 
transitive, so that the storm would be the subject (Vulgate, Luther, Zeger, 
Homberg, and several others). The ra dé xiuara, for this purpose prefixed, 
indicates itself as the subject. — Ver. 88. And He Himself was at the stern, 
laid down on the pillow that was there, asleep. It was a part of the vessel 
intended for the sailors to sit or lie down, Poll. x. 40; morestrictly, ac- 
cording to Smith (Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul, p. 296 ff.), the cushion 
of the rower’s bench. — Ver. 39. ovara, reoipwao| be silent! be dumb! asyn- 
detic, and so much the more forcible (Nigelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 3, 
p. 247, 359), Eur. Hee. 5382. The sea is personified ; hence the less are we 
to conjecture, with Schleiermacher, ZL. J. p. 230, that Jesus has addressed 
the disciples (ye shall see that it will immediately be still). — éxédracer 6 dvenoc| 
Herod. vii. 191. Comp. Mark vi. 51; Matt. xiv. 32, from which passage 


1 Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 182; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 884. 


NOTES. 9 


de Wette arbitrarily derives the expression of Mark. — Ver. 40. xéc] how is 
at possible, etc.? [See Note XXVIL., p.60.] They had already so often been 
the witmesses of His divine power,' under the protection of which they 
needed not to tremble. — Ver. 41. é¢0B70ycav] not the people (Grotius and 
others), which agrees with Matthew but not with the context, but the disci- 
ples, who were thrown (psychologically) into fear at the quite extraordinary 
phenomenon, and were not yet clear as to the divine cawsa efficiens in Jesus 
As to goBeicba: ¢68ov uéyavy, comp. on Matt. ii. 10. On 
tic apa, in which the perplexity is not expressed by the dpa, but is implied 
in the context (in opposition to Hartung), and dpa means : 
comparatis, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 176. 
Cds. p10 4. 


Remarx.—The weakness of faith and of discernment on the part of the dis- 
ciples (ver. 40 f.) appears in Mark most strongly of the Synoptics (comp. vi. 
52, vii. 18, vii. 17, 18, 33, ix. 6, 19, 32, 34, x. 24, 32, 35, xiv. 40). Ritsch] in 
the theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 517 ff., has rightly availed himself of this point on be- 
half of Mark’s originality ; since a later softening—yet without set purpose 
and naturally unbiassed, and hence not even consistent—is at any rate more 
probable than a subsequent aggravation of this censure. The remarks of Baur 
in opposition (theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 88 f.) are unimportant, and would amount 
to this, that Mark, whois assumed withal to be neutral, would in this point 
have even outstripped Luke. Comp, Holtzmann, p. 435 f. 


(tic dpa ovroc, etc.). 


igitur, rebus ita 
Comp. Niigelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, 


Notzs By AmErIcAN Eprror. 


MKE Ver: 8. dada. <: 


The above reading, sustained throughout by 8 and B and in the earlier part 
by other weighty witnesses, is to be accepted. The change to avfaréuevov was 
first made, then to the much later form atfdvorra. Weiss ed. Meyer rightly ex- 
plains that the participles agree with aAAa, showing the process of growth up to 
bearing fruit. Meyer’s view of xapmév he properly opposes. In this case, as so 
often, textual criticism confirms a reading apparently more difficult, and yet 
really more accurate and graphic when correctly apprehended. 

It may be remarked here that in no one section of the Gospel narrative are 
the resemblances and differences of the Synoptists more difficult to explain, 
on the theory of interdependence, or combination, etc., than in the three ac- 
counts of the parable of the sower, as presented according to the better estab- 
lished text. Very significantly Weiss ed. Meyer omits the remark of Meyer (on 
ver. 8) in regard to ‘‘the primitive form of the Logia-collection.” 


; (ae 5 eRe os 
dvaBaivovra Kat avgavoueva. 


1 With this agrees neither the half-natu- 
ralizing view of Lange, Z. J. Il. p. 314, that 
the immediate causes of the calm setting in 
lay in the atmosphere, and that so far the 
threatening word of Jesus was prophetical 
(comp. Schleiermacher) ; nor the complete 
breaking up of the miracle by Schenkel, 
who makes the matter amount simply to 
this, that Jesus, by virtue of His confidence 
in God and foresight of His destination, ex- 
ercised a peaceful and soothing sway among 


the disciples, although these were possessed 
of nautical knowledge and He was not. 
Keim, p. 128, adds, moreover, a prayer 
previous to the command of Jesus, assum- 
ing that then God acted, and Jesus was only 
His interpreter. Of all this, however, there 
is nothing in the text. See rather ver. 41, 
which also testifies against the resolution of 
the natural miracle suggested by Weiz- 
siicker. 
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XXII. Ver. 10. ot wept airov. 


Weiss ed. Meyer omits the sentences, from ‘*‘ We may add,” etc., to ‘‘delin- 
eating the situation.’’ He probably thus indicates his difference of opinion 
and also his disapproval of this method of commenting. 


XXII. Vv. 14-20. Vv. 21-23. 


Although Ewald and Meyer find in these verses ‘‘ words of Christ Himself,” 
go uncertain is the critical method that Weiss (Mark, p. 146) opposes this view. 
—The latter (ed. Mey.) omits under vv. 21-23 the sentence: ‘the collection 
of Logia is sufficient as a source,’’ and gives a different theory of the origin, 
He thinks the sayings belong to two different places, and are here combined 
entirely out of their connection, with a new application given to them by 
Mark himself. 


XXIV. Vv. 26-29. 


Weiss ed. Mey. says that the parable ‘‘is formed entirely out of elements of 
the parable of the tares among the wheat, which, it is true, in somewhat sim- 
pler form than in Matt. xiii., already had a place in the parabolic discourse of 
the older source (comp. Weiss, Mark, p. 160, Matt. p. 347 seq.).’’ He also de- 
nies the existence of any peculiar sayings in Mark which cannot be traced to 
this older source. The passages usually regarded as peculiar to Mark have, as 
a rule, this in common, that they indicate gradual processes (comp. chap. vil. 
31-37 ; viii. 22-26). It is safe to hold that Mark’s narrative is trustworthy, 
until the theory of the origin of the Synoptists is solved in a way which obviates 
the necessity for such differences as this between Meyer and his German 
editor. 


XXYV. Ver. 29. rapadoi. 


Meyer improperly rejects this form of the subjunctive. Here it is attested 
by 8 BD A, and accepted by recent editors ; so in chap. xiv. 10, 11 ; comp. also 
yvot (v. 43, ix. 30), dot (vill. 37). 


XXVI. Vy. 30-32. 


Weiss ed. Mey. traces this parable also to ‘‘the older source, but does not 
regard it as belonging to the parabolic discourse. Mark, he thinks, placed it 
wrongly, and Matthew followed him, while Luke (xiii. 18, 19) has it in its most 
original form ; the two former adapting it for their purpose. From this mus- 
tard-seed of narrative, what great and diverse branches of theory have sprung ! 


XXVIT. Ver. 40. Ti decAoi eore; ota éyete riot; 


For the above reading, omitting oftwc and substituting oitw for rc obk, we 
have five of the best uncials (8 B D L A) and two of the most accurate versions 
(Copt. Vulg.). In the face of this evidence the considerations urged by Meyer 
(see critical note) seem indecisive, although Tisch. retains the received readings. 
The better attested form, moreover, accords with the brevity and vivacity of 
Mark’s style. ‘‘ Yet’’ points to the recent instruction (in the great parabolic 
discourse) and to the numerous miracles previously wrought. 


CHAP. V. 61 


CHALLE WeiV: 


Ver. 1. Tadapnvév] Here also, as in Matt. viii. 28, occur the various readings 
Tepaonvev (B D &* Vulg. Sax. Nyss., so Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, 
R. V.]) and Tepyecnvév (i A 8** min. Arr. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Or.). The Recepta 
is to be retained, according to A C EH, etc., with Fritzsche and Scholz. See on 
Matt. — Ver. 2. égeAQ6vto¢ avrov] is here more strongly attested (B C LA &, 
min. Ver. Brix., to which D also with &c20dévrwv airov falls to be added) than in 
Matt. viii. 28. To be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch. ; éeA6dvtu airé (Elz.), 
is from the parallel passages. — evéw¢] which Lachm. has deleted, is only 
wanting in B, Syr. Arm. Ver. Brix. Vind. Colb. Corb. 2. [Bracketed by Treg., 
W. and Hort.] The omission is explained from the parallels, from which also 
has arisen the reading ir7jvtqoev (BC DLA §&, min. Lachm.). [The latter reading 
is accepted by Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort.]— Ver. 3. ote] BCD L A 8, 33 
have otdé. So Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. ; and of necessity rightly. — dAdcecw] 
Lachm. and Tisch, have dAdcer, following B C L 33, Colb. ; the Recepta is from 
what follows. — ovdeic¢] Lachm, and Tisch. have ovxére otdeic, following B C D 
LAS, min. Vulg. It. Arm. Looking to the peculiarity of this notice and the 
accumulation of the negatives, we must recognize this as correct. — Ver. 7. elze] 
2éyec has preponderating evidence ; approved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, 
Lachm, and Tisch. ; eize is from Luke viii. 28. But Mark is fond of the his- 
torical present. In ver. 9 also the simple Aéyec ait (instead of amexpiby Aéyuv 
in Elz.) is rightly adopted by Griesb. on preponderant evidence. — Ver. 9. 
Acyedv] B* CD LA 8* 69, Syr. Copt. It. Vulg. have Aeyiov, and this Lachm. 
and Tisch. have adopted. The Recepta is from Luke. — Ver. 11. Instead of zpoc 
T@ Opel, Elz. has zpd¢ 7a dpy, In opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 12. 
After airév Elz. Matt. have mavrec, which Lachm. brackets and Tisch. deletes. 
It is wanting in BC DKL MAS, min. vss. Afterwards Elz. Matth. Scholz, 
Lachm. have oi daivovec, which Griesb. rejected, and Fritzsche and Tisch. have 
deleted, following BC L.A, min. Copt. Aeth. [Recent editors, R. V., rightly 
omit the entire phrase.] The Recepta wavrec oi Jaiuovec is to be maintained ; 
these words were omitted in accordance with the parallels ; but they are quite 
in keeping with Mark’s graphic manner. — Ver. 13. joav dé] is on considerable 
evidence to be deleted as supplied (Tisch.). — Ver. 14. Instead of amjyy. Elz. 
has av7jyy. But the former is decisively attested. — é¢7jAfov] has come in from 
Matt. and Luke instead of the genuine 7A0ov (A B K L M U &** min. vyss.), 
which Griesb. approved, Lachm. and Tisch. have adopted. — Ver. 15. The 
omission of the «ai before jvar. (Tisch.) proceeded from Luke. [But kai is sup- 
ported only by A C among weighty authorities, and is properly rejected by 
recent editors, R. V. The omission leayes the description more graphic. ] — 
Ver. 18. éu8davtoc] A BC DK L MA, min. Vulg. It. have éusaivovtoc. Ap- 
proved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta is 
from Luke viii. 37. — Ver. 19. Instead of kai otx, Elz. has 6 dé “Inooic¢ obk, 
against decisive evidence. — avdyyecAov] Lachm, Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] 
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have amdyyecaor, following B C A & 50, 258. A mechanical change in conform- 
ity to ver. 14. —Instead of rerolnxe, Elz. has éxoinoe, contrary to decisive evi- 
dence. — Ver. 22. idod] before épy. is wanting in B D L A 8 102, vss. (also Vulg. 
It.). Suspected by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Fritzsche and 
Tisch. From Luke viii. 41, contrary to the usage of Mark. — Ver. 23. rapexaiec] 
ACLS, min. have rapaxaici. Recommended by Griesh. and Scholz, adopted 
by Fritzsche and Tisch. The imperfect is from Luke viii. 41 ; the present is in 
keeping with Mark’s manner. — The reading iva ow6j kai Gjon has preponderant 
attestation by BC DLA, min. (adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.) ; ézuc (Elz. 
Fritzsche, Scholz) instead of iva may be suspected of being an amendment of 
style, and the more current Gjoera flowed easily from Matt. ix. 18. — Ver. 25. 
ric] is wanting in A BCL AX, min. Vulg. Ver. Vind. Colb. Corb. Condemned 
by Griesb., deleted by Fritzsche and Lachm., and justly so ; the weight of evi- 
dence is too strong against it, to admit of the omission of a word so indifferent 
for the sense being explained from the parallels. — Ver. 26. Instead of airje, 
Elz. Tisch. have éavrjc, against so preponderant evidence that it is manifestly 
the result of a gloss, as also is the omission of zap’ (D, min. Syr. utr. Vulg. It.). 
[Recent editors, with A B L, and many others, have rap’ aitic, but W. and 
Hort, marg., give éavrijc.] — Instead of epi, Tisch, has ta wepi. So B C¥ A &, ta, 
being superfluous, dropped out after the preceding syllables. — Ver. 33. é7’ 
aity] én’ is wanting in BC DL 8, min. Syr. Copt. Vere. Bracketed by Lachm., 
deleted by Tisch. That AYTH is not the nominative belonging to the following 
verb (as it is understood in Cant. Corb. Vind.) was noted in the form of gloss, 
sometimes by éx’, sometimes by év (F A), — Ver. 36. evféac] deleted by Tisch. 
following B D LAX, min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. It. [So 
recent editors, R. V.] But regarded as superfluous, nay, as disturbing and in- 
compatible with the following reading wapaxovoac, it became omitted the more 
easily in accordance with Luke viii. 50.— dxovcac] BL AS have rapaxovcac. 
So Tisch. and Ewald also. Rightly; although the attestation of the vss. is 
wanting (only one Cod. of the It. has neglewit). The difficulty of the not under- 
stood compound occasioned the substitution for it of the current simple form. 
— Ver. 38. épyera] A BC DF AX, min. vss. have épyovra. So Lachm. and 
Tisch. The plural might just as well have been introduced from what pre- 
cedes, as the singular from what follows and Matt. ix. 23. But the prepon- 
derance of the witnesses is decisive in favor of the plural. — After Gdpufov 
Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. have, on preponderant evidence, added xai. 
Being superfiuous, it was the more easily absorbed by the first syllable of «iai- 
ovrac. — Ver. 40. 6 dé] Lachm. has airé¢ dé [so Tisch., recent editors, R. V.], 
on evidence considerable doubtless, but not decisive. From Luke viii. 54. — 
After radiov Elz, and Scholz have avaxetuevov, which Lachm. has bracketed, 
Tisch. has deleted. It is wanting in B D L.A 8, min. yss. An addition by 
way of gloss, instead of which are also found keiwevov, cataceiwevor, and other 
readings. 


Vv. 1-20. See on Matt. viii. 28-34. Comp. Luke viii. 26-39. The nar- 
rative of the former follows a brief and more general tradition ; that of the 
latter attaches itself to Mark, yet with distinctive traits and not without 
obliteration of the original. — Ver. 2. éeA0évroc abtot . . . axhytyncev ait] 
The genitive absolute brings the point of time more strongly into prominence 


\ 
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than would be done by the dative under the normal construction.’ — dvpo- 
Tog év mvevuate ax. See on i. 23. —Ver. 8. ovdé addAtvoer ovxére ovdeic x.7.A. (See 
the critical remarks) : not even with a chain could thenceforth any one, etc. 
So fierce and strong was he now, that all attempts of that kind, which had 
previously been made with success, no longer availed with him (ov«é7v). On 
the accumulation of negatives, see Lobeck, Paralip. p. 57 f. — Ver. 4. dua 
70 avtov K.T.A.] because he often... was chained. See Matthaei, p. 1259. — 
wéda are fetters, but a2dtoec need not therefore be exactly manacles, as the 
expositors wish to take it,—a sense at variance with the general signification 
of the word in itself, as well as with ver. 8. It means here also nothing 
else than chains ; let them be put upon any part of the body whatever, he rent 
them asunder ; but the fetters in particular (which might consist of cords) 
he rubbed to pieces (cvvrerpiddar, to be accented with a circumflex). — Ver. 5. 
He was continually in the tombs and in the mountains, screaming and cutting 
himself with stones. — Ver. 6. ard paxpdéev] as in Matt. xxv. 58. — Ver. 7. 
6pkilo oe Tov Oedv} not inappropriate in the mouth of the demoniac (de Wette, 
Strauss), but in keeping with the address wé tr. Ocov r. i., and with the 
desperate condition, in which the rveiwa axdSaprov sees himself to be. On 
épxifo as a Greek word (Acts xix. 13 ; 1 Thess. v. 27), see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 861. — 4 we Bacavic.| is not—as in Matthew, where xpd xacpoi is associated 
with it—to be understood of the torment of Hades, but of tormenting gener- 
ally, and that by the execution of the é£e/%e, ver. 8. The possessed man, 
identifying himself with his demon, dreads the pains, convulsions, etc. of 
the going forth. Subsequently, at ver. 10, where he has surrendered him- 
self to the inevitable going forth, his prayer is different. Observe, more- 
over, how here the command of Jesus (ver. 8) has as its result in the sick 
man an immediate consciousness of the necessity of the going forth, but not 
the immediate going forth itself. — Ver. 8. eye yap] for he said, of course 
before the suppliant address of the demoniac. <A subjoined statement of 
the reason, without any need for conceiving the imperfect in a pluperfect 
sense. — Ver. 9. The demoniac power in this sufferer is conceived and repre- 
sented as an ageregate—combined into unity—of numerous demoniacal in- 
dividualities, which only separate in the going forth and distribute them- 
selves into the bodies of the swine. The fixed idea of the man concerning 
this manifold-unity of the demoniac nature that possessed him had also sug- 
gested to him the name : Legion,’—a name which, known to him from the 
Roman soldiery, corresponds to the paradoxical state of his disordered im- 
agination, and its explanation added by the sick man himself (671 roAAoi 
éouev ; otherwise in Luke), is intended to move Jesus the more to compas- 
sion. — Ver. 10. é&w t#¢ yapac| According to’ Mark, the demons desire not 
to be sent out of the Gadarene region, in which hitherto they had pleasure ; 
according to Luke (comp. Matt. : mpd carpow), they wish not to be sent into 
the nether world. A difference of tradition ; but the one that Luke followed 
is a remodelling in accordance with the result (in opposition to Baur), and 


1 See Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 807, 185; 2 The word is also used in Rabbinic He- 
Pflugk, ad Eur. Med. 910; Winer, p. 186 brew fe, see Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 1123; 
[E. T. 207]. Lightfoot, p. 612. 
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was not included originally also in the account of Mark (in opposition to 
Ewald, Ja4rb. VII. p. 65). [See Note XXVIII., p. 68.] — Ver. 18. o¢ diayi- 
uot] Without yoav dé (see the critical remarks) is in apposition to 7 ayéAn. 
Only Mark gives this number, and that quite in his way of mentioning par- 
ticulars. According to Baur, Markusevang. p. 48, it is a trait of his ‘‘ affecta- 
tion of knowing details ;” according to Wilke, an interpolation ; according 
to Bleek, an exaggerating later tradition. — Ver. 15. 72@ov| the townsmen 
and the possessors of the farms. Here is meant generally the coming of the 
people to the place of the occurrence ; subsequently, by k. épyovras poe r. 
"Incovv, is meant the special act of the coming to Jesus. — xafju.| He who 
was before so fierce and intractable was sitting peacefully. So transformed 
was his condition. — iwatiouévorv] which in his unhealed state would not 
have been the case. This Mark leaves to be presupposed (comp. Hilgenfeld, 
Markusevang. p. 41) ; Luke has expressly narrated it, viii. 27. It might be 
told in either way, without the latter of necessity betraying subsequent 
elaboration on the narrator’s part (Wilke), or the former betraying an (iner- 
act) use of a precursor’s work (Fritzsche, de Wette, and others, including 
Baur), as indeed the assumption that originally there stood in Mark, ver. 3, 
an addition as in Luke viii. 27 (Ewald), is unnecessary. — The verb iuarivo 
is not preserved except in this place and at Luke vill. 35. — rov éoyyk. 7. 
Aey.] contrast, ‘fad empbasin miraculi,” Erasmus. — Ver. 16. «ai rep? rt. 
xolp.] still belongs to dunyfo. — Ver. 17. jpEavt0] The first impression, ver. 
15, had been : kai é¢0846y0ar, under which they do not as yet interfere with 
Jesus. But now, after hearing the particulars of the case, ver. 16, they 
begin, etc. According to Fritzsche, it is indicated : ‘‘Jesum statim se 
sivisse permoveri,” ‘‘ that Jesus instantly suffered Himself to be persuaded.” 
In this the correlation of kai ¢0B8/0ycav and cal 7pEavro is overlooked. — Ver. 
18. éuBaivovtoc avtov] at the embarkation. —rapexddec x.7.A.] entreaty of 
grateful love, to remain with his benefactor. Fear of the demons was 
hardly included as a motive (4) yopic airod totrov elpdvtec rddw éemimndiowsy 
avo, ‘‘lest having found this one apart from him they might again possess 
him,” Euthymius Zigabenus ; comp. Victor Antiochenus, Theophylact, 
Grotius), since after the destruction of the swine the man is cured of his 
fixed idea and is cugpovév. — Ver. 19. ovk adjxev aitév] He permitted him not. 
Wherefore? appears from what follows. He was to abide in his native 
place as a witness and proclaimer of the marvellous deliverance, that he had 
experienced from God through Jesus, and in this way to serve the work of 
Christ. According to Hilgenfeld, Mark by this trait betrays his Jewish- 
Christianity, which is a sheer figment. — 6 kbproc] God. —xat 7rénaé ce] and 
how much He had compassion on thee (when He caused thee to be set free from 
the demons, aorist). It is still to be construed with éca, but zeugmatically, 
so that now éca is to be taken adverbially (Kiithner, II. p. 220). On écoe, 
quam insignis, ‘‘ how noteworthy,” comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 877. — 
Ver. 20. #pfaro] a graphic delineation from the starting-point. — Aexaréiec] 
See on Matt. iv. 25. — éroiycev] aorist, like #Aénoe. On the other hand, in 
ver. 19, reroinxe, which is conceived of from the point of time of the speak- 
er, at which the fact subsists completed and continuing in its effects. — 
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6 "Iycovc] 6 wiv Xpiotd¢ petprodpovdv TH marpi rd Epyov avéOynev’ 6 Se Oeparevieic 
evyVO“ovav TO Xpiot@ rovto averider, ‘‘ Christ indeed modestly attributed 
the work to the Father ; but the healed man continued gratefully to attrib- 
ute it to Christ,” Euthymius Zigabenus. The circumstance, moreover, 
that Jesus did not here forbid the diffusion of the matter (see on vy. 48 ; 
Matt. vil. 4), but enjoined it, may be explained from the locality (Peraea), 
where He was less known, and where concourse around His person was 
not to be apprehended as in Galilee. 

Vv. 21-24. See on Matt. ix. 1, 18. Comp. Luke viii. 40-42, who also 
keeps to the order of events. — rapa trav UdA.] a point of difference from 
Matthew, according to whom Jairus makes his appearance at Capernaum at 
the lodging of Jesus. See on Matt. ix. 18. — Ver. 23. 67] recitative. — 
TO Yvyarpidy yov|* This diminutive expression of paternal tenderness is 
peculiar to Mark. Comp. vii. 25. It does not occur elsewhere in the N.T. 
— éovatog éyec] a late Greek phrase.?—wwa éAdav x.7.2.] His excitement 
amidst grief and hope speaks incoherently. We may understand before iva: 
this I say, in order that, etc. This is still simpler and more natural than the 
taking it imperatively, by supplying volo or the like (see on xii. 19). 

Vy. 25-34. See on Matt. ix. 20-22; Luke viii. 43-48. — Ver. 26. Mark 
depicts with stronger lines than Luke, and far more strongly than 
Matthew. — 7a rap’ aitov] what was of her means. How manifold were 
the prescriptions of the Jewish physicians for women suffering from 
haemorrhage, and what experiments they were wont to try upon them, 
may be seen in Lightfoot, p. 614 f. — Ver. 27. dxotcaca] subordinated as 
a prior point to the following i4Sovca. Comp. on i. 41.— The charac- 
teristic addition toi xpaorédov in Matt. ix. 20, Luke viii. 44, would be well 
suited to the graphic representation of Mark (according to Ewald, it 
has only come to be omitted in the existing form of Mark), but may proceed 
from a later shape of the tradition. — Ver. 28. eye yap] without év éavrf 
(see the critical remarks) does not mean : for she thought (Kuinoel, and many 
others), which, moreover, 18 used absolutely never does mean, not evenin 
Gen xxvi. 9, but : for she said. She actually said it, to others, or for and 
to herself ; a vivid representation. — Ver. 29. 4 xnyi t. ai. abt.] like Vp 
DDT (Lev. xii. 7, xx. 18), “issue,” or, ‘fountain, of blood,” not a euphe- 
mistic designation of the parts themselves affected by the haemorrhage, but 
designation of the seat of the issue of blood in them. —r@ céparr] dia tov 
copatos pnkére pavopévov tolc oraaaypnoic, ‘‘through the body no longer being 
besprinkled by the droppings,” Euthymius Zigabenus. Still this by itself 
could not as yet give the certainty of the recovery. Hence rather : through 
the feeling of the being strong and well, which suddenly passed through 
her body. —pdoreyoc] as at i. 10.— Ver. 80. érvyvotc] stronger than the 
previous éyvw. — év éavro] in His own consciousness, therefore immediately, 
not in virtue of an externally perceptible effect. —riy é& airod dbv. &eA0.] 
the power gone forth from Him. What feeling in Jesus was, according to 


1Comp. Athen. xiii. p. 581 C; Long. i. 6 ; 2 See Wetstein and Kypke, also Lobeck, 
Plut. Mor. p. 179 E; Lucian, Toa. 22. ad Phryn. p. 389. 
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Mark’s representation, the medium of His discerning this efflux of power 
that had occurred, we are not informed. The tradition, as it has expressed 
itself in this trait in Mark and Luke (comp. on Matt. ix. 22), has disturbed 
this part of the narrative by the view of an efflux of power independent of 
the will of Jesus, but brought about on the part of the woman by her 
faith (comp. Strauss, IL, p. 89), the recognition of which on the part of 
Jesus occurred at once, but yet not until after it had taken place. This is, 
with Weiss and others (in opposition to Holtzmann and Weizsicker), to be 
conceded as a trait of dater origin, and not to be dealt with by artificial ex- 
planations at variance with the words of the passage (in opposition to Ebrard 
and Lange), or to be concealed by evasive expedients (Olshausen, Krabbe, 
and many others). It does not, however, affect the simpler tenor of the his- 
tory, which weread in Matthew. [See Note XXIX., p. 68.} Calovius made 
use of the passage against the Calvinists, ‘‘ vim divinam carni Christi dero- 
gantes,” ‘detracting from the divine power of the flesh of Christ.” —ri¢ pov 
Hwato Tov iu.| who has touched me on the clothes? Jesus knew that by means 
of the clothes-touching power had gone out of Him, but not to whom. The 
disciples, unacquainted with the reason of this question, are astonished at 
it, seeing that Jesus is in the midst of the crowd, ver. 31. In Olshausen, 
Ebrard, Lange,’ and older commentators, there are arbitrary attempts to ex- 
plain away that ignorance. — Ver. 32. repieBAérero ideiv] namely, by any re- 
sulting effect that might make manifest the reception of the power. The 
feminine tH t. rorhoacay is said from the standpoint of the already known 
fact. [See Note XXX., p. 69.] — Ver. 33. racap rv argSerarv] the whole truth, 
so that she kept back nothing and altered nothing.*— éic eipirnv] Didowy, 
1 Sam. i. 17; 2 Sam. xv. 9; Luke vii. 50, al.: wnto bliss, unto future 
happiness. In éy elpjvy (Judg. xviii. 6 ; Luke ii. 29 ; Acts xvi. 36; Jas. 
ii. 16) the happy state is conceived of as combined with the iraye, as simul- 
taneous. —ict. byuj¢ «.7.A.] definitive confirmation of the recovery, which 
Schenkel indeed refers merely to the woman’s ‘religious excitement of 
mind” as its cause. 

Vy. 35-43. See on Matt. ix. 23-25. Comp. Luke viii. 49-56. The former 
greatly abridges and compresses more than Luke, who, however, does not 
come up to the vivid originality of the representation of Mark. — aré row 
apxiauv.| tovtéotiv ard tHe oiKelac TOW apyiovv, ‘‘that is, from the house of the 
ruler of the synagogue,” Euthymius Zigabenus. — é7] since now there is 
no longer room for help. — Ver. 36. According to the reading rapaxotcac, 
this (comp. Matt. xviii. 17) is to be taken as the opposite of iraxotev, 
namely : zmmediately He left this speech unnoticed ; He did not heed it for 
one moment, but let it remain as it was, and said, etc. In this way is set 
forth the decided certainty." He has heard the announcement (ver. 85), but 


1 According to Lange, for example, the Trach. 91; and see Kriiger on Thuc. vi. 


conduct of Jesus only amounts to an ap- 87. 1. 

pearance ; *‘ He let Hiseyes move as if (2) 3 Which, however, all the more precludes 
inquiringly over the crowd” (wepreBAéz. iSetvy the thought of a mere apparent death of 
k.7.A,). the maiden (such as Schleiermacher and 


2 Comp. Plat. Apol. p.17 B, 20 D; Soph. Schenkel assume). 
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at once let it pass unattended to. [See Note XXXI., p. 69. ] Ewald is 
incorrect in saying that He acted as if he had failed to hear it. That He did 
not fail to hear it, and, moreover, did not act as if He had, is in fact shown 
just by the 7 doBov «.r.2. which he addresses to Jairus. The Itala in the 
Cod. Pal. (e. in Tisch.) correctly has neglerit. — 7 dofov x.7.2.] as though 
now all were lost, all deliverance cut off. — Ver. 87. According to Mark, 
Jesus sends back the rest (disciples and others who were following Him) 
before the house ; according to Luke viii. 51, in the house. [See Note XXXII., 
p- 69.] — Ver. 38. dpuBov Kai KAaiovtac x. aAa2.| an uproar and (especially) 
people weeping and wailing. The first nai attaches to the general term 
JépvBov the special elements that belong to it, as ini. 5, and frequently. 
aAarato not merely used of the cry of conflict and rejoicing, but also, al- 
though rarely, of the ery of anguish and lamentation. See Plutarch, Lue. 
28 ; Eur. #7. 843. —Ver. 39. eiceAddv] into the house. A later point of 
time than at ver. 88.— Ver. 40. é@adév] irritated, commanding ; He 
ejected them. Among the rdyrac, those who are named immediately after- 
wards (rapadaufB. k.7.A.) are not included, and so not the three disciples (in 
opposition to Baur). — Ver. 41. ratudd, kode] “PIP NOD, puella, surge. It 
is a feature of Mark’s vivid concrete way of description to give significant 
words in Hebrew, with their interpretation, iii. 18, vii. 12, 34, xiv. 36. On 
the Aramaean xm, see Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 875. —7rd kopactov| nomina- 
tive with the article in the imperative address, Bernhardy, p. 67; Kiihner, 
II. 155. —ooi 2éyo] a free addition of Mark, ‘‘ ut sensum vocantis atque im- 
perantis exprimeret,” ‘‘that he might express the sense of one calling and 
commanding” (Jerome). —éyecpe] out of the sleep, ver. 39. — Ver. 42. qv 
yap érév dédexa] not as giving a reason for the word xopdo.ov (Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Fritzsche), but in explanation of the previous remark, that the 
maiden arose and walked about ; she was no longer a Jittle child. Bengel 
appropriately observes: ‘‘rediit ad statum aetati congruentem,” ‘‘she re- 
enters the state corresponding to her age.” The circumstance that she was 
just in the period of development (Paulus) is certainly in keeping with the 
thought of an apparent death, but is alien to the connection. — Ver. 43. 
duecteiAato| He gave them urgently (704d) injunction, command, See on 
Matt. xvi. 20. — airoic] those brought in at ver. 40.-—iva] the purpose of 
the dieoretA. moAAd. Comp. Matt. xvi. 20 ; Mark vil. 36, ix..9. —yv6’] rovro: 
namely, this course of the matter. The prohibition itself, as only the three 
disciples and the child’s parents were present (ver. 40), has in it nothing 
unsuitable, any more than at i. 44, vii. 36, vill. 26. When Jesus heals pub- 
licly in presence of the multitude there is not found even in Mark, except 
in the cases of the expulsion of demons, 1. 34, iii. 12, any prohibition of the 
kind (ii. 11 f., iii. 5, v. 34, ix. 27, x. 52). Mark therefore ought not to 


1 The subjunctive form yvot (like S0¢, etc.), erept in by error of the transcribers from 
which Lachmann and Tischendorf have the language of common life. [But this form 
(comp. ix. 30; Luke xix. 15), has important is accepted, here and in the other instances 
codices in its favor (A B D L) and against it referred to, by nearly all recent critical 
(including &), but it is unknown to the editors, Comp, Note XXYV,, p, 60.] 

N. T. elsewhere, and has perhaps only 
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have been subjected to the imputation of a tendency to make the sensation 
produced by the healings of Jesus ‘‘ appear altogether great and important” 
(K6stlin, p. 817 ; comp. Baur, Markusevang. p. 54) by His design of wish- 
ing to hinder it ; or of the endeavor to leave out of view the unsusceptible 
mass of the people, and to bestow His attention solely on the susceptible 
circle of the disciples (Hilgenfeld, Hwang. p. 185). In our history the 
quickening to life again in itself could not, of course, be kept secret (see, 
on the contrary, Matt. ix. 26), but probably the more detailed circumstances 
of the way of its accomplishment might. Jesus, although He was from the 
outset certain of being the promised Messiah (in opposition to Schenkel), 
by such prohibitions did as much as on His part He could to oppose the 
kindling of precipitate Messianic fanaticism and popular commotion. He 
could not prevent their want of success in individual cases (1. 45, vil. 36) ; 
but it is just the frequent occurrence of those prohibitions that gives so 
sure attestation of their historical character in general.’ It is quite as his-’ 
torical and characteristic, that Jesus never forbade the propagation of His 
teachings. With His Messiahship He was afraid of arousing a premature 
sensation (vili. 30, ix. 9; Matt. xvi. 20, xvii. 9), such as His miraculous 
healings were calculated in the most direct and hazardous way to excite 
among the people.— kai eime dobjva x.7.A.] not for dietetic reasons, nor yet in 
order that the revival should not be regarded as only apparent (Theophylact, 
Euthymius Zigabenus), but in order to prove that the child was delivered, 
not only from death, but also from her sickness. 


Norres py AmMERIcAN Eprror. 


XXVIIL Ver. 10. tw rie ydpac. 


Over against Meyer’s view of the relation of the three narratives respecting 
the journey to Gadara, Weiss ed. Mey. holds that Matthew could not have fol- 
lowed a briefer and more general tradition, ‘‘ since he used only Mark and the 
older source.’’ In commenting on this verse he says it is ‘‘ entirely false that 
the demons feared they would be driven into hell, as Luke explains.’’ This is 
more explicit than Meyer’s notion of a ‘‘remodelling in accordance with the 
result,’ which Weiss omits in his edition. 


XXIX. Ver. 30. ryv é& avrov dbvayv &eAGovoar. 


The R. V. properly renders this phrase: “that the power proceeding from 
Him had gone forth.” So Bleek, Ewald, and others. The above rendering 
has been greatly criticised, as regards its English form, but it accurately ex- 
presses the sense.—Meyer’s view of a disturbance of the tradition, etc., is purely 
conjectural. The mention of an incident not named by another Evangelist 
does not of necessity require the invention of such cumbrous theories of ‘later 
origin.’”’ That Matthew here gives ‘‘ the simpler tenor of the history” cannot 
be proved, 


1 Comp. Ewald, Jahrb. I. p. 117 f. 
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XXX. Ver. 32. tiv TovrTo romoacay. 


Here Mark has the feminine, and also the article. Both are used ‘‘ from 
the standpoint of the already known fact.” But Meyer means by this the fact 
already known to the Evangelist. With equal reason the form of words may be 
regarded as pointing to a fact already known to Jesus Himself. Such an ex- 
planation ought not to be characterized as an arbitrary attempt to explain away 
the ignorance of Jesus. 


XXXI. Ver. 36. mapaxovcac. 


Meyer retains ev@éwc, which is very poorly supported, and not found in any 
of the authorities which have rapaxotcac. He usesthe former to sustain his 
view of the participle : ‘‘ He did not heed it for a moment,” ete. The R. V. 
also renders : ‘‘not heeding,’’ but puts in the margin : ‘‘overhearing,’’ which 
gives the original sense of the word, though it is not so common in later use as 
the former meaning. Weiss ed. Mey. defends the latter sense here. 


XXXII. Ver. 37. 


Luke viii. 51 may mean simply : ‘‘When he came to the house” (so R. V.), 
and thus the apparent discrepancy disappears. That this is the meaning is in- 
dicated by the remainder of the verse. The direct influence of Peter’s testi- 
mony best accounts for the character of Mark’s narrative here. 
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CHAPTER GY 1. 


Ver. 1. Instead of 7A0ev, we must read with Tisch., following BOLA®, 
épyera. AGev was introduced in accordance with the preceding éé720ev. — 
Ver. 2. After ai7@ (instead of which B C L A '8,as before, read tovTw ; so Tisch.) 
Elz. has 67, which Fritzsche defends. But the evidence on the other side so 
preponderates, that 67, must be regarded as an inserted connective addition, 
instead of which C* D K, min. give iva (and then yivwrrar), while B LA Shave 
changed yivovra: into yvéuevac, which is only another attempt to help the con- 
struction, although it is adopted (with ai before did upon too weak evidence) by 
Tisch, [Tisch. VIII. accepts the readings approved by Meyer ; but recent edi- 
tors read ui before dvvayerc, and yivouevac at the close of the verse. Comp. 
renderingyof R. V.]—- Ver. 3. 6 réxtwv] The reading 6 tov réxtovog vidg (and 
then merely «ai Mapiac), although adopted by Fritzsche, is much too weakly at- 
tested, and is from Matt. xiii. 35.—’Ioo7] The form ’Iwojroc (Lachm. Tisch. 
[recent editors]) has in its favor B D L A, min. vss. ’Iwo7d (8, 121, Aeth. Vulg. 
codd. of the It.) is here too weakly attested, and is from Matt. xiii. 55. — [Ver. 
4, Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read xal éAeyev (8 B C D L A, 33, Copt. 
Vulg.), and add avrov (B C* L Copt. Vulg.) after. cvyyevetow.]— Ver. 9. The 
Recepta, defended by Rinck, Fritzsche, is évdicacfar. But évddanofe (so Grieshk. 
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.) has decisive attestation ; it was altered on account of 
the construction. — Ver. 11. 600: avy] Tisch. has 6¢ dv réro¢ (and afterwards 
dénrar), following B L A &, min. Copt. Syr. p. (in the margin). A peculiar and 
original reading, which became altered partly by the omission of témo¢ (C*? 
min.), partly by éc0, in accordance with the parallels.—After adroic Elz. Matth. 
Fritzsche, Scholz, have: aujv Aéyo dpiv, avextorepov gorar Lodduore 7» Toudppore év 
nuépa Kpicews, ) TH TOAe Exelvy, Which is not found in BC DLA ®, min. vss. 
An addition in accordance with Matt. x. 15.— Ver. 12. é«jpvéav (Tisch.), 
instead of the Recepta éxjpvooorv, is still more strongly attested than ueravodow 
(Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors]). The former is to be adopted from BC DIL 
A &; the latter has in its favor B D L,; but easily originated as a shorter form 
from the Recepta petavonowor. — Ver. 14. éAeyev] Fritzsche, Lachm. [W. and 
Hort text, Weiss, R. V. marg.| have éAeyov only, following B D, 6, 271, Cant. 
Ver. Vere. Mart. Corb. Aug. Beda (D has éAéyooav). An alteration in accordance 
with ver. 15; comp. ver. 16. —éx vexp. nyép0n] Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, 
R. V.] have éypyeprat: éx vexp., following B D L A &, min.; but A K, min. 
Theophyl. have é« vexp. dvéotn. The latter is right ; avéorm became supplanted 
by means of the parallel passages and ver. 16. — Ver. 15. dé after the first dAAou 
is wanting in Elz. Fritzsche, but is guaranteed by decisive evidence. Decisive 
evidence condemns the 7 read before éc¢in Elz. and Fritzsche. — Ver. 16. otiréc 
éotiv, atroc 7y.| B D LA, min. Vulg. Cant. Colb. Corb. Germ. 1, 2, Mm. Or. 
have merely otto¢ ny. So Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, Tisch. [recent editors, 
R. V.] (Lachm. has bracketed éor. air.). Certainly the Recepta might have 
arisen out of Matt. xiv. 2. But, if merely otro¢ 7y. were original, it would not 
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be at all easy to see why it should have been altered and added to. On the 
other hand, the transcribers might easily pass over from ovTOS at once to 
avTOX. Therefore the Recepta is to be maintained, and to be. regarded as made 
use of by Matthew. — é« vexpr] is, in accordance with Tisch., to be deleted as 
an addition, since in BLA 8, vss. it is altogether wanting ; in D it stands 
before 7y.; and in O, Or. it is exchanged for a7 r. vexp, — Ver. 17. The article 
before guAuxg is deleted, in accordance with decisive evidence.—Ver. 19. 79eiev] 
Lachm. has é(jre, although only following C* Cant. Ver. Vere. Vind. Colb. An 
interpretation. — [Ver. 20. AC D A, and most read ézoier; but SB LL, Copt. 
have 77éper, accepted by recent editors, R. V. text. The critical note in the 
original confuses this variation with a similar one in ver. 21.]—Ver. 21. éxoiec] 
BCDLA ®&, min. have éroijcev, So Lachm. [Tisch. and recent editors].—Ver. 
22. ait7¢] BD LA 8, min. [W. and Hort, R. V. marg.] have aivov. A wrong 
emendation. [See Note XXXVIIL., p. 83.] — xai apecac.| BC* LA & have jpecev. 
So Lachm. and Tisch., the latter then, upon like attestation, having 6 dé Bao. 
éizev (Lachm., following A, has eize dé 6 Gac.). Rightly ; the Recepta is a me- 
chanical continuation of the participles, which was then followed by the 
omission of dé (Elz. has: elev 6 Bac.). — Ver. 24. aitqoopat] aityoopa is deci- 
sively attested ; commended by Griesb., and adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and 
Tisch. — Ver. 30. ravra xai] This cai has evidence so considerable against it 
that it is condemned by Griesb. and deleted by Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. 
[Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.J. But how easily might the quite superfluous and 
even disturbing word come to be passed over !— Ver. 33. After imdyovracg Elz. 
has of éyAo., in opposition to decisive evidence ; taken from Matt. and Luke. 
—After éxéyvwoav (for which Lachm., following B*D, reads éyvwcav) Elz. 
Scholz have air6v, whichis not found in B D, min. Arm. Perss. Vulg. It., while 
AK LMU AS, min., vss. have avroic. So Tisch. But airév and aitove are ad- 
ditions by way of gloss. [Recent edit®ts, R. V., agree with Lachmann, ] — éxel| 
Elz. Scholz have: éxei, kat mpojAbov aitod¢e Kal cvvaAOov mpo¢ avtév. Griesb., : 
KQ) HAGov éxet. Fritzsche: éxet kat 7AGov mpoc avtév. Lachm. Tisch.: éxei Kai 
TponAbov avrove. So, too, Rinck, Lucubr. crit. p. 298. The latter reading (B L 
8) is to be regarded as the original one, and the variations are to be derived 
from the fact that tpoo7A0ov was written instead of mpo7Afov. Thus arose the 
corruption cai rpoo7Aov airodc (so still L, min.), This corruption was then 
subiected to very various glosses, namely, kai zpoo7/fov mpo¢ avtove (220, 225, 
Arr.), Kai mpoonAGov adroic (A), kal cvvmAfov avrod (D, Ver.), Kai ovvédpayov mpoc 
abrov (A), kat ovv7i/Hov mpoc abrév (Elz.), al.; which glosses partly supplanted the 
original kal rpojAGov aitovc (D, min. vss.), partly appeared by its side with or 
without restoration of the genuine zpo7Afov. The reading of Griesb. has far 
too little attestation, and leaves the origin of the variations inexplicable. For 
the reading of Fritzsche there is no attestation ; it is to be put on the footing 
of a conjecture, — Ver. 34. After eidev Elz. and Scholz have 6 ’Insoic, which in 
witnesses deserving of consideration is either wanting or differently placed. 
An addition, — én’ avrtoic] Lachm. and Tisch. have éz’ airtotc, following impor- 
tant witnesses ; the Recepta is from Matt. xiv. 14 (where it is the original read- 
ing). — Ver. 36. dprove: ti ydp ddywouy ov« éyovow] BL A, min. Copt. Cant. Vere. 
Corb. Vind. have merely ri ¢4ywovv, which Griesb. approves and Tisch. reads, 
D has merely rz dayeiv, which Fritzsche reads, adding, however, without any 
evidence : ov yap éyovow, Lachm. has [dprove-] ri [yap] gdywow [ode Exovow]. 
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The reading of Griesb. is to be preferred ; dprovg was written in the margin as 
a gloss, and adopted into the text. Thus arose dprove, Te paywouv (comp. BS: 
Bpdépara te dadyuouv, Vulg.: ‘cibos, quos manducent’’). This was then filled up 
from viii. 2, Matt. xv. 32, in the way in which the Recepta has it, The reading 
of D (merely 7: payeiv) would be preferable, if it were better attested. — Ver. 37. 
déuev] Lachm. has décovev, following A B [marked doubtful by Meyer, but it has 
the future] L A 65, It. Vulg. [so recent editors]. Comp. D &, min., which have 
ddéoouev, The future is original ; not being understood, it was changed into 
dGuev, and mechanically into décwuev (Tisch.).— Ver. 38. cai before idete is 
wanting inB D L 8, min. vss., and is an addition which Griesb. has con- 
demned, Lachm. has bracketed, and Tisch. has deleted. — Ver. 39. dvaxAivac] 
Lachm. has dvaxAi0jvac [so W. and Hort, R. V.], not sufficiently attested ; from 
Matt. xiv. 19. — Ver. 40. Instead of avd, Lachm. and Tisch. have xara both 
times, in accordance with B D 8, Copt. Rightly ; ava is from Luke ix. 14. — 
Ver. 44, Elz. has after dprove: dcei, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 
45. dnodvon] Lachm. and Tisch. have azodvev, following BD LAS1. The 
Recepta is from Matt. xiv. 22. — Ver. 48. eidev] BDL AX, min. Vulg. It. Copt. 
have idév. So Lachm. and Tisch., omitting the subsequent kai before epi. 
Rightly ; the participle was changed into eidev, because the parenthetic nature 
of the following 7v yap ... adbroi¢ was not observed, — Ver. 51. kai @atuafov] is 
wanting, it is true, in BL A, min. Copt. Vulg. Vind. Colb. Rd., and is con- 
demned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., cancelled by Tisch.; but after é£&o- 
tavto it was, as the weaker expression, more easily passed over than added. 
[Rejected by recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 52. The order avrév 7 capo. is, with 
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch., to be preferred on far preponderating evidence. [Ver. 
53. See Note XLI., p. 84.]—Ver. 54. After avrév Lachm. has bracketed oi avdpec 
Tov Térov éxeivov, Which A G A, min. vss. read ; from Matt. xiv. 35. — Ver. 55. 
[Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with SB L X, 33, Copt. read TEPLEOPAaLOV . .. YOpav 
and Ka) #p§.] — éxei] is not found in BL A®, 102, Copt. Vulg. Vind. Brix. Colb. 
Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. Passed over as super- 
fluous. — Ver. 56. #mrovro] Lachm. reads 7pavro, following BD LA &, min. 
Matt. xiv. 36. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., accept the aorist. ] 


Vy. 1-6. See on Matt. xiii, 54-58, who follows Mark with slight abbrevi- 
ations and unessential changes. As respects the question of position, some 
advocates of the priority of Matthew have attributed to Mark an unthink- 
ing mechanism (Saunier), others a very artistic grouping (Hilgenfeld, who 
holds that the insusceptibility of the people was here to be represented as 
attaining its climax). — The narrative itself is not to be identified with that 
of Luke iv. 16 ff. See on Matt. — é&pAbev éxeider| from the house of Jairus. 
Matthew has an entirely different historical connection, based on a distinct 
tradition, in which he may have furnished the more correct tragic. — #pEaro] 
for the first emergence and its result are meant to be narrated. — After elim- 
ination of 67, the words from zdéev to ai7o are to be taken together as an 
interrogative sentence, and kai duvduer¢ on to yivovra forms again a separate 
question of astonishment. [See Note XXXIII., p. 82.] —duvayece rocadrac] 
presupposes that they have heard of the miracles that Jesus had done (in 
Capernaum and elsewhere); these they now bring into association with His 
teaching. — dca rov yetp. adrov] that is, by laying on of His hands, by taking 
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hold of, touching, and the like ; ver. 5. Comp. Acts v. 12, xix. 11. — Ver. 
3. 6 réxrwv] According to the custom of the nation and of the Rabbins,! 
Jesus Himself had learned a handicraft. Comp. Justin. ¢«. Tryph. 88, 
p. 3816, where it is related that He made’ ploughs and yokes ; Origen, c. 
Celsum, vi. 4. 8, where Celsus ridicules the custom ; Theodoret, HZ. #. 
lii, 23; Hvang. infant. 38; and see generally, Thilo, ad Cod. Apoer. 
I. p. 868 f. The circumstance that Mark has not written 6 tov rékrovoc 
vidc, aS in Matt. xiii. 55, is alleged by Hilgenfeld, Hwang. p. 185 (‘‘ Mark 
tolerates not the paternity of Joseph even in the mouth of the Naza- 
renes”), Baur, Markusevangel. p. 1388, and Bleek, to point to the view 
of the divine procreation of Jesus. As though Mark would not haye 
had opportunity and skill enough to bring forward this view otherwise 
with clearness and definitely! The expression of Matthew is not even 
to be explained from an offence taken at récrwv (Holtzmann, Weizsiicker), 
but simply bears the character of the reflection, that along with the mother 
the father also would have been mentioned. And certainly it is singular, 
considering the completeness of the specification of the members of the fam- 
ilies, that Joseph is not also designated. That he was already dead, is the 
usual but not certain assumption (see on John vi. 42). In any case, how- 
ever, he has at an early date fallen into the background in the evangelical 
tradition, and in fact disappeared : and the narrative of Mark, in so far as 
he names only the mother, is a reflection of this state of things according to 
the customary appellation among the people, without any special design. 
Hence there is no sufficient reason for supposing that in the primitive-Mark 
the words ran: 6 réxtwv, 6 vide Iwo7d (Holtzmann). —’Iwo7] Matthew, by 
way of correction, has "Iwc#. See on Matt. xiii. 55. [On the form, see 
critical note.| The brother of James of Alphacus was called Joses. See on 
Matt. xxvii. 56 ; Mark xv. 40. — Ver. 4. The generic rpod#rc¢ is not to be 
misapplied (so Schenkel) to make good the opinion that Jesus had not yet 
regarded Himself as the Messiah. -— kai év toic ovyy. «.t.A.°] graphic fulness 
of detail ; native town, kinsfolk, house, proceeding from the wider to the 
narrower circle: not a glance back at iii. 20 (Baur, p. 28). — Ver. 5. ov 
noovato] neither means noluit, ‘‘ would not” (Verc. Vind. Brix. Germ. 2), 
nor is 7div superfluous ; but see on Matt. xiii. 58. Theophylact says well : oby 
ore avroc aotevac Hv, GAM Ore Exeivos Axioto Yoav, ‘‘not because he was weak, 


1 Lightfoot, p. 616: Schoettgen, II. 21; John vii. 5. —We may add that, accord- 


p. 898; Gfrorer in the 7b. Zeitschr. 1838, 
p. 166 ff. 

2 Whether exactly ‘‘ with an ideal mean- 
ing,’ so that they became symbols under 
His hand, as Lange, Z. J. I. p. 154, thinks, 
may be fitly left to the fancy which is fond 
of inventing such things. No less fanciful 
is Lange’s strange idea that the brothers of 
Jesus (in whom, however, he sees sons of 
his brother Alphaeus adopted by Joseph) 
would hardly have allowed Him to work 
much, because they saw in Him the glory 
of Israel! Comp., on the other hand, iii. 


ing to the opinion of Baur, Mark here, 
with his o7ékrwv, “stands quite on the 
poundary line between the canonical and 
the apocryphal ” (Markusevang. p. 47). 

3The form ovyyevedor, which, though er- 
roneous, had been in use, is here recom- 
mended by Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 22 [E. T. 
25]; and itis so adequately attested by B 
D** EF G, al. (in N* the words x. é. 7. ovyy. 
are wanting) that it is, with Tischendorf 
{(Treg., W. and Hort], to be adopted. In 
Luke ii. 44 the attestation is much weaker. 
Mark has not further used the word. 
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but because they were unbelieving.” — Ver. 6. dia tv axtor. abrdv] on account 
of their unbelief. Ava is never thus used with Savudfew in the N. T. (not 
even in John vii. 21) and in the LXX. But the unbelief is conceived not 
as the object, but as the cause of the wondering.’ Jesus Himself had not 
expected such a degree of insusceptibility in His native town. Only a few 
among the sick themselves (ver. 5) met Him with the necessary condition 
of faith. —-xal epujye x.7.2.] seeking in the country a better field for His 
ministry. —xixAw] as iii. 34, belonging to repiiye. 

Vv. 7-13. Comp. Matt. x. 1-14; Luke ix. 1-6. Mark here adopts, with 
abridgment and sifting, from the collection of Logia what was essentially 
relevant to his purpose ; Luke follows him, not without obliteration and 
generalizing of individual traits. — jpfaro] He now began that sending forth, 
to which they were destined in virtue of their calling ; its continuance was 
their whole future calling, from the standpoint of which Mark wrote his 
hpato. — dbo dbo] binos, in pairs. Ecclus. xxxvi. 25. A Hebraism ; Winer, 
p. 223 [E. T. 312]. The Greek says xara, avd, ei¢ dvo, Or even cuvdto.” 
Wherefore in pairs? ‘* Ad plenam testimonii fidem,” ‘‘for full trustwor- 
thiness of testimony,” Grotius. Comp. Luke vil. 19, ix. 1. — Ver. 8. aipwow| 
should take up, in order to carry it with them, 1 Macc. iv. 80. — ei uA paBdov 
uovov| The variation in Matthew and Luke betokens the introduction of ex- 
agegeration,*® but not a misunderstanding of the clear words (Weiss). [See 
Note XXXIYV., p. 82seq.] There isan attempt at a mingling of interpretations 
at variance with the words in Ebrard, p. 382; Lange, Z. J. Il. 2, p. 712. 
It ultimately comes to this, that ei uy 6. uw. is intended to mean : at most a 
staff. Even Bleek has recourse to the unfounded refinement, that the staff 
in Mark is meant only for support, not as a weapon of defence. — Ver. 9. arr’ 
brodedex. cavdda.] There is no difference from pydé trodfjuata, Matt. x. 10, 
not even a correction of this expression (Bleek, comp. Holtzmann). Sce on 
Matt. lc. The meaning is, that they should be satisfied with the simple 
light foot-covering of sandals, in contrast with the proper calceus (ixddnua 
xolAov), which had upper leather, and the use of which was derived from the 
Phoenicians and Babylonians (Leyrer in Herzog’s Hnecykl. VII. p. 729). 
Comp. Acts xii. 8. The construction is anacoluthic, as though rapiyyerev 
avtoig Tropeveodac had been previously said. Then the discourse changes 
again, going over from the obliqua into the directa (évdtcno3e).4 A lively 
non-periodic mode of representing the matter ; comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. 
p. 380 [E. T. 384 f.] — Ver. 10. xa? ey. air.] a new portion of the direc- 
tions given on that occasion, Comp. on iv. 13. — éxeZ] in this house: but 
éxeiGev : from this réro¢ (see the critical remarks). — Ver. 11. ei¢ rapripiov 
avroic| which is to serve them for a testimony, namely, of that which the shak- 
ing off of the dust expresses, that they are placed on a footing of equality with 
heathens, Comp. on Matt. x. 14. Ver. 12 f, wa] the aim of the éxfpvtav. 


” 
1Comp. Ael. V. ZH. xii. 6, xiv. 86: avrov the “veasoning’ Mark had modified the 


Saupdgonev Sta Ta Epya. expression. Comp. Holtzmann and Hil- 
2 See Valckenaer, ed Herod. p. 811; Hein- _—genfeld. 
dorf, ad Plat. Parm. p. 239. 4See Kitihner, II. p.598 f., and ad Xen. 


3 Inverting the matter, Baur holds that WOR IGS, Way suns tay, ME Taye GE lof 
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— Hredov train] The anointing with oil (the mention of which in this place is 
held by Baur, on account of Jas. v. 14, to betray a later date) was very fre- 
quently applied medically in the case of external and internal ailments.? 
But the assumption that the apostles had healed by the natural virtue of the 
oil (Paulus, Weisse), is at variance with the context, which narrates their 
miraculous action. Nevertheless, it is also wholly unwarranted to regard the 
application of the oil in this case merely as a symbol ; either of the working 
of miracles for the purpose of awakening faith (Beza, Fritzsche, comp. 
Weizsiicker), or of the bodily and spiritual refreshment (Huthymius Zigabe- 
nus), or of the divine compassion (Theophylact, Calvin), or to find in it 
merely an arousing of the attention (Russwurm in the Stud. u. Krit. 18380, 
p. 866), or, yet again, a later magical mingling of the supernatural and the 
natural (de Wette). In opposition to the latter view the pertinent remark 
of Euthymius Zigabenus holds good: eixdc dé, kat todTo rapa Tov Kvplov dida- 
x ivat Tov¢ aroarédovc, ‘‘ But it is likely that the apostles were taught this 
also by the Lord.” Comp. Jas. v.14. The anointing is rather, as is also the 
application of spittle on the part of Jesus Himself (vii. 33, viii. 23 ; John ix. 
6), to be looked upon as a conductor of the supernatural healing power, anal- - 
ogous to the laying on of hands in ver. 5, so that the faith was the causa 
apprehendens, the miraculous power the causa efjiciens, and the oil was the 
medians, therefore without independent power of healing, and not even nec- 
essary, where the way of immediate operation was, probably in accordance 
with the susceptibility. of the persons concerned, adopted by the Healer, as 
Jesus also heals the blind man of Jericho without any application of spittle, 
x.46 f. The passage before us has nothing to do with the wnctio extrema (in 
opposition to Maldonatus and many others), although Bisping still thinks 
that he discovers here at least a type thereof. 

Vv. 14-16. See on Matt. xiv. 1,2. Comp. Luke ix. 7-9. Mark bears the 
impress of the original in his circumstantiality and want of polish in form. 
—6 Bactreic| in the wider sense adiaddpoc ypdvevoc To dvduart, ‘using the 
name indifferently ” (Theophylact) : the prince (comp. the dpywv Baorrete of 
the Athenians, and the like), a more popular but less accurate term than in 
Matthew and Luke: 6 retpdpync. Comp. Matt. ii. 22. —davepdy yap éyév. tr. 
év. avtov] is not to be put in a parenthesis, since it does not interrupt the 
construction, but assigns the reason for the jxoucev, after which the narrative 
proceeds with cai éieyev. — As object to jxovcev (generalized in Matthew and 
Luke) we cannot, without arbitrariness, think of aught but the contents of 
vv. 12, 18. Comp. dxotcac, ver. 16. Antipas heard that the disciples of 
Jesus preached and did such miracles. Then comes the explanation as- 
signing the reason for this : for His name became known, é.e., for it did not 
remain asecret, that these itinerant teachers and miracle-workers were work- 
ing as empowered by Jesus. Comp. also Holtzmann, p. 88. According to 
Grotius, Griesbach, and Paulus (also Rettig in the Stud. u. Krit. 1838, 
p. 797), the object of ixovsev is : 7d dvoua adroi, so that av. y. éyév. would be 
parenthetic. This is at variance with the simple style of the evangelist. 


1 See Lightfoot, p. 804, 617; Schoettgen, I. p. 1033; Wetstein in loc. 
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According to de Wette, Mark has been led by the alleged parenthesis gavepdv 
.. . abrov to forget the object, so that merely something indefinite, perhaps 
ravta, would have to be supplied. But what carelessness! and still the 
question remains, to what the raira applies. Ewald (comp. Bengel) takes 
oavepoy . . . podyTov as a parenthesis, which was intended to explain what 
Herod heard, and holds that in ver. 16 the jxovoev of ver. 14 is again taken 
up (that instead of éeyev in ver. 14 édeyov is to be read, which Hilgenfeld 
also prefers ; see the critical remarks). But the explanation thus resorted 
to is not in keeping with the simple style of the evangelist elsewhere (in 
the case of Paul it would create no difficulty).— 6 Barrifwr] substantival 
(see on Matt. ii. 20). Observe with what delicacy the set evangelic expres- 
sion 6 Bartiot7#¢ 18 not put into the mouth of Antipas ; he speaks from a 
more extraneous standpoint. [See Note XXXYV., p. 83.] Moreover, it is 
clear from our passage that before the death of John he can have had no 
knowledge of Jesus and His working. — da rovro] rpétepov yap 6 "Llwdavyn¢ 
ovdey onusiov éxoinoey’ ard dé THC avacTdcewc évdutoev 6 ‘Hpody¢ TpooAaBeiv avrov 
TOV onueiov tiv épyactav, ‘* For John had previously wrought no miracle ; but 
from his resurrection Herod supposed he had obtained the working of mira- 
cles,” Theophylact. — ai dvvdyecc] the powers car’ oxi, t.e., the miraculous 
powers, the effluence of which he saw now also in the working of the disci- 
ples. — Ver. 15. The difference between these assertions is that some gave 
Him out to be the Hlijah, and so to be the prophet who was of an alto- 
gether special and distinguished character and destination; but others said : 
Leis a prophet like one of the prophets, i.e. (comp. Judg. xvi. 7, 11), a usual, or- 
dinary prophet, one out of the category of prophets in general, not quite the 
exceptional and exalted prophet Elijah. Comp. Ewald, p. 258f. The inter- 
polation of 7 before é¢ could only be occasioned by the expression not being 
understood.’ — Ver. 16. dxobcac] namely, these different judgments. Mark 
now relates the more special occasion of the utterance of Herod. —é... 
"Iodvyyv| a familiar form of attraction. See Winer, p. 148 [E. T. 164]. — 
éyo} has the stress of an evil conscience. Mockery (Weizsiicker) is, in 
accordance with ver. 14 f., not to be thought of. — oiroc] anaphorically 
with emphasis (Kitihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 19) : this is he. —airéc] the 
emphatic He, precisely he, for designation of the identity. Observe the 
urgent expression of certainty, which the terror-stricken man gives to his 
conception : This oneit is: He is risen! [See Note XXXVL., p. 83.] 

Vv. 17-29. See on Matt. xiv. 8-12. Mark narrates more circumstan- 
tially’ and with more peculiar originality ; see especially ver. 20, the 
contents of which, indeed, are held by Baur to rest on a deduction 
from Matt. xiv. 9.—airéc] is a commentary upon the é 6 of ver. 


1The Recepta st. mpop. éorly, ws els TOY 
mpob. would have to be explained: heis a 
prophet, or (at least) like to one of the 
prophets. 

2 Mentioning even the name of Philip. 
Josephus, Ant. xviii. 5.4, names him by 
the family name Herodes, which does not 


necessitate the supposition of a confusion 
as to the name on the part of Mark (Ewald, 
Gesch. Chr.p. 51). Only we may not under- 
stand Philip the ¢etrarch, but a half-brother 
of his, bearing a similar name. See on 
Matt. xiv. 3. 


CHAP. VI., 17-29. re 


16. Herod himself, namely, etc. —év gviaxh] in @ prison, without the 
article. At ver. 28, on the other hand, with the article.:— Vv. 19, 
20. The éew aitov aroxreivac is here, in variation from Matthew, 
denied in the case of Herod. It is not merely an apparent variation 
(Ebrard, p. 384; Lange), but a real one, wherein Mark’s narrative 
betrays a later shape of the tradition (in opposition to Schneckenburger, 
erst. kan. Hv. p. 86 f.) ; while with Matthew Josephus also, Antt. xviii. 5. 
2, attributes to Herod the intention of putting to death. [See Note XXXVIL., 
p. 83.] Comp. Strauss, I. p. 396 f. As to éveiyev (she gave close heed to him), 
see on Luke xi. 53. — égo(eiro] he feared him ; he was afraid that this holy 
man, if he suffered him tobe put to death, would bring misfortune upon 
him. From this fear arose also the utterance contained in vv. 14, 16: 
‘“Herodem non timuit Johannes,” ‘‘ John did not fear Herod,” Bengel. — 
ovveTAper| not : magni eum faciebat, ‘made much of him” (Erasmus, Grotius, 
Fritzsche, de Wette), which the word does not mean, but he guarded him,? 
z.e., he did not abandon him, but took care that no harm happened to him : 
‘“eustodiebat eum,” Vulg. Comp. Jansen, Hammond, Bengel, who perti- 
nently adds by way of explanation: ‘‘ contra Herodiadem,” ‘‘ against Hero- 
dias ;” and also Bleck. According to Ewald, it is: ‘‘he gave heed to him.” 
Comp. Ecclus. iv. 20, xxvii. 12. But this thought is contained already in 
what precedes and in what follows. The compound strengthens the idea 
of the simple verb, designating its action as entire and undivided. — dxob- 
cac] when he had heard him. Observe afterwards the emphasis of /déw¢ 
(and gladly he heard him),— 7oAAd éroier] namely, which he had heard from 
John. Very characteristic is the reading : 7. 7épe:, which has the strong- 
. est internal probability of being genuine, although only attested by BL &, 
Copt. — We may add that all the imperfects apply to the time of the im- 
prisonment, and are not to be taken as pluperfects (Grotius, Bolten). The 
jxove took place when Herod was actually present (as was now the case ; 
see on Matt. xiv. 10 f.) in Machaerus ; it is possible also that he had him 
sent for now and then to his seat at Tiberias. But in any case the expres- 
sions of Mark point to a longer period of imprisonment than Wieseler, 
p. 297, assames.—Ver. 21. juépac eixacpov] evxaipoc, in reference to time, means 
nothing else than at the right time, hence : a rightly-timed, jitting, appropri- 
ate day.+ Mark makes use of this predicate, having before his mind 
the purpose of Herodias, ver. 19, which hitherto had not been able 
to find any fitting point of time for its execution on account of the 


tetrarch’s relation to John.® 


1 Comp. 1 Mace. ix. 53; Thue. iii. 34; Plut. 
Mor. p. 162 B; Plat. Leg. ix. 864 E: &v 
Synuogiw Scone dedets. 

2 Matt. ix. 17; Luke v. 38; Tob. iii. 15; 2 
Mace. xii. 42; Polyb. iv. 60. 10; Herodian, 
nied fp gta 

3 Comp. Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1860, p. 349. Itis to be explained: he was 
perplened about many things; what he 
heard from John was so heart-searching 


Grotius well says: ‘‘ opportuna insidiatrici, 


and so closely touched him. On dmopety te 
as equivalent to wep tuvos, see Kritiger on 
Thue. v. 40. 8; Heindorf, ad Plat. Crat. 
p. 409 D. 

4Beza, Grotius, Jansen, Fritzsche, de 
Wette, Ewald, Bleek, and many others. 
Comp. Heb. iv. 16; Ps. civ. 27 ; 2 Mace. xiv. 
29; Soph. O. @. 82; Herodian, i. 4. 7, 1.9. 
15, v. 8. 16; and see Plat. Def. p. 413 C. 

5 The appropriateness of the day is then 
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quae vino, amore et adulatorum conspiratione facile sperabat impelli 
posse nutantem mariti animum,” ‘‘opportune for the insidious woman, 
who hoped through wine, lust, and the concurrence of sycophants 
to be able easily to overcome the wavering mind of her husband.” 
Others (Hammond, Wolf, Paulus, Kuinoel) have explained it contrary 
to linguistic usage as: dies festivus (110 DY), At the most, according 
to a later use of evxapeiv (Phrynich. p. 125 ; comp. below, ver. 31), #puépa 
eibxacpoc might mean : a day, on which one has convenient time, i.e., a leisure 
day,! which, however, in the connection would be inappropriate, and very 
different from the idea of a dies festivus. —On peyioravec, magnates, a word 
in current use from the Macedonian period.” — kai roic rpdracc rH¢ Tad.| The 
first two were the chief men of the civil and military service of the tetrarch. 
Moreover, the principal men ef Galilee, people who were not in his service 
(‘‘status provinciales,” ‘‘ provincial estates,” Bengel), were called in. — 
Ver. 22. abtae ti¢ ‘Hpwd.] of Herodias herself. The king was to be capti- 
vated with all the greater certainty by Herodias’ own daughter ; another 
dancer would not have made the same impression upon him. [See Note 
XXXVUHI., p. 88.] — Ver. 28. &w¢ muicove «.7.2.] In accordance with Esth. 
v. 8. See in general, Késter, Hridut. p. 194. It is thus that the unprinci- 
pled man, carried away by feeling, promises. The contracted form of the 
genitive belongs to the later manner of writing. Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 847. The article was not requisite. Heindorf, ad Phaed. p. 176. — Ver. 
25. Observe the pertness of the wanton damsel. As to 0éw iva (x. 85: I 
will that thou shouldst, etc.), see on Luke vi. 31. — Ver. 26. repidAvumoc] on 
account of what was observed at ver. 20.—dua Tove bpKove x. T. ovvavan.] 
emphatically put first, as the determining motive. —air7y aderqou] eam 
repudiare. Examples of avereiv, referred to persons (comp. Heliod. vil. 26: 
sie bpxove aS_erovpar), May be seen in Kypke, I. p. 167 f. The use of the 
word in general belongs to the later Greek. Frequent in Polybius. — Ver. 
27. omexovAdtopa| a watcher, i.e., one of his body-guard. On them also 
devolved the execution of capital punishment.*? The Latin word (not 
spiculator, from their being armed with the spiculum, as Beza and many 
others hold) is also adopted into the Hebrew wrpad.4 The spelling orexov- 
naropa (Lachm. Tisch.) has decisive attestation. 

Vv. 30-44. See on Matt. xiv. 18-21. Comp. Luke ix. 10-17. The latter, 
but not Matthew, follows Mark also in connecting it with what goes before; 
Matthew in dealing with it abridges very much, still more than Luke. On 
the connection of the narrative in Matthew, which altogether deviates from 
Mark, see on Matt. xiv. 13. Mark has filled up the gap, which presented 
itself in the continuity of the history by the absence of the disciples who 
were sent forth, with the episode of the death of John, and now makes the 


stated in detail by ore ‘HpwSys «.7.A. Hence p. 182; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 197. 


I do not deem it fitting to write, with Lach- 3 Seneca, de ira, i. 16, benef. iii. 25, al.; 
mann (comp. his Prolegom. p. xliii.), 6, te. Wetstein in loc. 

1 Comp. cvkalipws éxerv, to be at leisure, 4 See Lightfoot and Schoettgen, also Bux- 
Polyb. v. 26. 10, al., evxarpia, leisure. torf, Lex, Talnv. p. 1588. 


2 See Kypke, IL. p. 167; Sturz, Dial. Mac. 
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disciples return, for whom, after the performance and report of their work, 
Jesus has contemplated some rest in privacy, but is hampered as to this by 
the thronging crowd. —arxéoroAo:] only used here in Mark, but ‘‘apta huic 
loco appellatio,” ‘‘an apt appellation for this passage,” Bengel. — cuvdyovrar] 
returning from their mission, ver. 7. — xdvta] What? is told by the follow- 


ing cai. . . kai: aswell. . . as also. — Ver. 31. tpeic avroi} vos ipsi,* ye for 
yourselves, ye for your own persons, without the attendance of the people. 
Comp. on Rom. vii. 25. See the following joav yap x.7.2. — kai oddé gaysiv] 


Comp. ii. 2, iii. 20. — Ver. 33. And many saw them depart and perceived it, 
namely, what was the object in this jrdyew, whither the imdyovrec wished 
to go (vy. 31, 32), so that thereby the intention of remaining alone was 
thwarted. oAoi is the subject of both verbs. — req] emphatically prefixed. 
They came partly round the lake, partly from its sides, by land. — éxei] 
namely, to the éonuoc réroc, whither Jesus with the disciples directed His 
course. —rpo72rdov avtobc] they anticipated them. Comp. Luke xxii. 47. 
Not so used among the Greeks, with whom, nevertheless, @Sdvew tid 
(Valck. ad Hur. Phoen. 982), and even rpodeiw tid (Ael. NV. A. vil. 26 ; 
Oppian. Hal. iv. 431) is analogously used. — Ver. 34. ée/36v] not as in 
Matt. xiv.14, but from the ship, asis required by the previous po710ov avrobe. 
In ver. 32 there was not as yet reported the arrival at the retired place, but 
the direction of the course thither. — jjpéaro] His sympathy outweighed the 
intention, under which He had repaired with the disciples to this place, 
and He began to teach. — Ver. 35 ff. kat 759 Gpac 70A2. yevou.| and when much 
of the day-time had already passed (comp. subsequently : kai 77 dpa roAAg), 
that is, when the day-time was already far advanced, tc dpac éyéveto owé, 
Dem. 541 pen. (odie, according to very frequent usage, applied to tume.? — 
2éyovow] more exactly in John vi. 7. — dyvap. daxoc.| Comp. John vi. 7, by 
whom this trait of the history, passed over by Matthew and Luke, nota 
mere addition of Mark (Bleek, Hilgenfeld) is confirmed. That the contents 
of the treasure-chest consisted exactly of two hundred denarii (Grotius and 
others) is not clear from the text. The disciples, on'an approximate hasty 
estimate, certainly much too small (amounting to about £7, 13s., and con- 
sequently not quite one-third of a penny per man) specify a sum as that 
which would be required. It is otherwise at John vi. 7. Moreover, the an- 
swer of the disciples bears the stamp of a certain irritated surprise at the 
suggestion dére aitoi¢ «.7.A.,—a giving, however, which was afterwards to 
be realized, ver. 41.—With the reading ddécouer, ver. 87 (see the critical re- 
marks), the note of interrogation is to be placed, with Lachmann, after 
aprovc, so that «ai is then the consecutive ; and so shall we, etc. The reading 
aredSovtec on to gayeiv together without interrogation (Kwald, Tischendorf), 
is less in keeping with the whole very vivid coloring, which in vv. 37-40 
exhibits a very circumstantial graphic representation, but not a paraphrase 
(Weiss).—Ver. 39 f. cvumdova ovurdora} Accusatives: after the fashion of a meal, 


1 Stallb. ad Plat. Phaed. p. 63 C ; Ktthner, axpt moAAjs Gpas; Polyb. vy. 8. 3; Joseph. 
§ 630, A 3. Antt, Vili. 4. 3. 
2 Comp. Dion. Hal. ii. 54: €udyovto .. 
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so that the whole were distributed into companies for the meal. The distribu- 
tive designation, as also xpaccai rpaorat (areolatim, so that they were arranged 
like beds in the garden), is a Hebraism, as at ver. 7. The individual divi- 
sions consisted partly of a hundred, partly of fifty (not 150, Heupel, Wet- 
stein). — yAwp}] Mark depiets ; it was spring (John vi. 4). — evAdynoe] refers 
to the prayer at a meal. It is otherwise in Luke. See on Matt. xiv. 19. — 
Ver. 41. «adr. dbo iyd.] also the two fishes. — éuépice maor] namely, by means 
of the apostles, as with the loaves. — Ver. 48. And they took up of frag- 
ments tivelve full baskets, in which, however, «iacuatov is emphatically pre- 
Jjiwed. Yet probably Mark wrote kAdopata dddexa kodivov rAnpouata (SO 
Tischendorf), which, indeed, is only attested fully by B [so Treg. marg., 
W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] and incompletely by L, A, min. (which read 
xopivouc), as well as by &, which has kAacpdrwvr 640. kodivev rAnpopuara [| Tisch. 
VIL], but was very easily subjected to gloss and alteration from the five par- 
allel passages. This reading is to be explained : and they took up as frag- 
ments jillings of twelve baskets, i.e., they took up in fragments twelve baskets 
full. — kat a7 tr. iy0.| also of the fishes, that it might not be thought that the 
«Adouara had been merely fragments ef bread. Fritzsche without probabil-, 
ity goes beyond the twelve baskets, and imports the idea: ‘‘and further in 
addition some remnants of the fishes,” so that ri is supplied (so also Grotius 
and Bleek).—Why ver. 44 should have been copied, not from Mark, but 
from Matt. xiv. 21 (Holtzmann), it is not easy to see. —rote déprove] These 
had been the principal food (comp. ver. 52) ; to their number corresponded 
also that of those who were satisfied. 

Vv. 45-56. Comp. on Matt. xiv. 22-36. The latter abridges indeed, but 
adds, probably from a tradition * not known to Mark, the intervening scene 
xiv. 28-31. The conclusion has remained peculiar to Mark. — jvdyKace 
x.t.A] remaining behind alone, He could the more easily withdraw Himself 
unobserved from the people. — 10 rAoiov] the ship, in which they had come. 
BryGcaidav] The place on the western coast of the lake, in Galilee, is meant, 
Matt. xi. 21. See ver. 58, vii. 22 ; John vi. 17. In opposition to Wieseler 
and Lange, who understand the eastern Bethsaida, see on Matt. xiv. 22, 
Remark. [See Note XL., p. 83.] As to the relation of this statement to 
Luke ix. 10, see in loc. — arodter (see the critical remarks) is to be explained 
from the peculiarity of the Greek in introducing in the direct mode of ex- 
pression in oblique discourse, by which means the representation gains in 
liveliness.? — arorafdu. airoic] after He had taken leave of them (of the people), 
an expression of later Greek. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 24 ; Wetstein in 
loc. — Ver. 48. A point is to be placed, with Lachmann and Tischendorf, 
after GaAdconc, and then a colon after abtote ; but qv yap 6 dveu. évavr. abt. is 


1 According to Hilgenfeld, Mark pur- 
posely suppressed the incident under the 
influence of a Petrine tendency, because 
Peter had shown weakness of faith. In 
this case he would have been inconsistent 
enough in narratives such as at viii. 33. 
Weizsicker rightly recognizes in Matt. l.c. 


the later representation, which, however, 
is merely a further embellishment not be- 
longing to history. [See Note XXXIX., 
p. 83.] 

2See Kiihner, II. p. 594 f., and ad Xen- 
Anao. i. 3. 14; Bernhardy, p. 389. 
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a parenthesis. When He had seen them in distress (iddv, see the critical re- 
marks), this induced Him about the fourth watch of the night to come to 
them walking on the sea (not upon its shore). His purpose therein was to 
help them (ver. 51) ; but the initiative in this matter was to come from the 
side of the disciples ; therefore He wished to pass by before the ship, in 
order to be observed by them (ver. 49). — epi rerdpr. dvAax.] The difli- 
culties suggested by the lateness of the time at which they were still sail- 
ing, after having already dwiac yevouévyc reached the middle of the lake 
(Strauss, B. Baucr), are quite explained by the violence of the contrary 
wind.’ — rapeASeiv avtobc| The Vulgate rightly has : praeterire eos (Hom. I. 
vill. 239 ; Plat. Ade. 1. 123 B), not: ‘‘to come over (the lake) to them,” 
Ewald (yet comp. his Gesch. Chr. p. 365). This is at variance with the 
New Testament usage, although poets (as Eur. Med. 1187, 1275) join rapép- 
xeoSa, to come to any one, with the accusative ; moreover, after épyeras 
mpoc¢ avtovg the remark would be superfluous. It might mean : He wished 
to overtake them,” but the primary and most usual meaning is quite appropri- 
ate. — Ver. 51. é« repicoov] is further strengthened by Aiav : very much above 
all measure.* — év éavroic] in their own hearts, without giving vent to their 
feelings in utterances, as at iv. 14. —édaipafov]| The imperfect denotes 
(comp. Acts i. 7) the continuance of the feeling after the first amazement. 
—Ver. 52. yap] for they attained not to understanding in the matter of the 
loaves (on occasion of that marvellous feeding with bread, ver. 41 ff.); 
otherwise they would, by virtue of the insight acquired on occasion of that 
work of Christ, have known how to judge correctly of the present new 
miracle, in which the same divine power had operated through Him,‘*and they 
would not have fallen into such boundless surprise and astonishment. 
Bengel says correctly : ‘‘ Debuerant a pane ad mare eoncludere,” ‘‘ They 
ought to have concluded from bread to sea.” De Wette unjustly describes 
it as ‘‘an observation belonging to the craving for miracles ;” and Hilgenfeld 
arbitrarily, as ‘‘a foil” to glorify the confession of Peter. — 7 ydp «.t.A.] 
informs us of the internal reason of their not attaining insight in the matter 
of the loaves ; their heart, 7.e., the seat of their internal vital activity 
(Beck, Seelenlehre, p. 67 ; Delitasch, Psych. p. 248 ff.), was withal in a state 
of hardening, wherein they were as to mind and disposition obtuse and in- 
accessible to the higher knowledge and its practically determining influ- 
ence. Comp. vili 7.— Ver. 53. dvarepdc.] points back to ver. 45. — én? r. 
yyv Vevygc,| not: mmto the country, but wnto the country of Gennesareth ; 


1 Comp. Ebrard, p. 292; Robinson, Pai. 
Il. p. 527, 572. 

2 Antevertere, see Hom. Od. viii. 230; 
Sturz, Lex. Xen. Il. p. 4538; Ameis and 
Nigelsbach on Hom, JZ/, i. 182. 

3 Comp. Alav (Meineke, Menand. 
p. 152), and similar expressions (Lobeck, Pa- 
ralip. p. 62), also Atav BéAtvcra, Plat. Hryx. 
p. 393 E. 

4 Mark therefore regarded the walking 
on the sea quite differently from Lange, 


6 


ayav 


I. J. UI. p. 287 f., for this latter finds the 
pith of the miracle in the complete divine 
equanimity of the mind of Jesus, and in 
respect of that even says: ‘the dog falls 
into the water and swims, but the man 
falls into it and is drowned,” namely, by 
his alarm, instead of poising himself amidst 
the waves in the triumphant equanimity of 
his mind. Thisis an extravagance of natu- 
ralizing. 
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for the landing (xpoowpuiod.) and disembarking does not follow till afterwards 
[See Note XLL., p. 84.] —Ver. 55. repidpapévrec] in order to fetch the sick. 
— ypzaro| belongs to the description of the quick result. Immediately they 
knew Him, they ran round about and began, etc. — repidépew | is not inap- 
propriate (Fritzsche), which would only be the case, if it were necessary to 
suppose that the individual sick man had been carried about. But it is to 
be understood summarily of the sick ; these were carried about—one hither, 
another thither, wherever Jesus was at the time (comp. ver. 56).—Hence 
érov #Kovov, Ste éxel gore cannot mean : from all the places, at which (ixov) they 
heard that He was there (in the region of Gennesareth), but both érov and 
éxet, although we may not blend them after the analogy of the Hebrew 
DY-IWS into the simple whi (Beza, Grotius, Wetstein, and many others) 
must denote the (changing, see ver. 56) abode of Jesus. They brought the 
sick round about to the places at which they were told that He was to be found 
there. We may conceive that the people before going forth with their sick 
first made inquiry in the surrounding places, whether Jesus is there. 
Wherever on this inquiry they hear that He is present, thither they bring 
the sick.—Ver. 56. ei¢ xdu. 7 méAecc] therefore not merely limiting Himself 
to the small district of Gennesareth, where He had landed. The following 
év Tai¢ dyopaic, however, is not in keeping with dypé¢e (country-places). A 
want of precision, which has suggested the reading év raic rAatevaic in D, 
Vulg. It. The expression is zeugmatic. — xdv rod xpaor. K.t.A.] Comp. V. 
_ 28. As to the mode of expression, see Acts v. 15 ; 2 Cor. xi. 16. —béc0 dv 
qntovto| all whosoever, in the several cases. Comp. above : ézov ay eicero- 
pevero.* [See Note XLIL., p. 84.]— écéfovro] analogously to the case of the 
woman with an issue of blood, vv. 29, 30, yet not independent of the knowl- 
edge and will of Jesus. And airov refers to Jesus, no matter where they 
touched Him. 


Notes By AMERICAN Eprror. 


XXXII. Ver. 2. ai duvapwere rovatrae . . . yevopevar ; 


The variations are very numerous. Meyer seems to retain avTw against the 
strangely attested tovrw. The above reading is sustained by 8* B 33, Copt., 
and in some details by other weighty authorities. It is accepted by Weiss ed. 
Mey. ° The others have been derived from it (against Tischendorf). TheR. V. 
renders the latter part of the verse correctly : ‘What is the wisdorn that is 
given unto this man, and what mean such mighty works wrought by his hands?” 
This differs from the punctuation of Meyer. The last clause is strictly an ex- 
clamatory sentence. 


XXXIV. Ver. 8. et p) PaBdov pdvor. 


These words intimate the permission to take the staff usual in walking a long 
distance. That the prohibition in Matthew and Luke excludes this is by 
no means so clear as to make it an instance of ‘‘ exaggeration.’’ The use 


1 See Hermann, de part. av, p. 26 ff. ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 145; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 186 f. 
[E. T. 216). 
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of et py in the N. T. is elliptical, and not strictly exceptive. The same 
elliptical form occurs in Aramean. ‘‘ This saying of Jesus might therefore be 
reproduced in Greek either in one way or the other. But in ro case could 
these opposite forms be explained on the hypothesis of a common written 
Greek source” (Godet, Luke, p. 254, Am, ed.). 


XXKV. Ver. 14. 6 Barrifur. 


The R. V. margin has : Greek, the Baptizer. In ver. 24 the same expression 
occurs, but the margin of ver. 25 (R. V.) is a typographical error, made by the 
printer after the R. V. had passed out of the hands of the American Committee. 
Meyer's explanation of the use of the term is fanciful. In ver. 24 the daughter 
of Herodias uses it, and in ver. 25 not. 


XXXVI. Ver. 16. odro¢ nyép67. 


This briefer reading is decisively attested. Meyer’s explanation must be 
modified accordingly; ‘‘This one (emphatic ‘he,’ R. V.) is risen ;’’ so Weiss 
ed. Mey. 


XXXVI. Ver. 19. 70eAev adrov aroxreivar. 


The account of Mark, with its more exact details, cannot be proven at variance 
with that of Matthew. Meyer says it ‘‘ betrays a later shape of the tradition ;”’ 
Weiss ed. Mey. denies this, rightly finding in the expression of Matt. xiv. 9 
(‘‘the king was grieved”) the presupposition of the same state of things. To 
admit a working over of thenarrative is to deny the originality of one of 
the most remarkable psychological pictures in the Gospel narratives. Nowhere 
does the real Herod appear so clearly. 


XXXVI. Ver. 22. avti¢ t7¢ Hpwdiddwc. 


The reading avtov, which would give the ‘sense: ‘‘his daughter Herodias ” 
(R. V. marg.), has good support, but is probably a mechanical repetition from 
ver. 21. Weiss ed. Mey. rightly objects to it, as contrary to history, to the 
context, and to grammar, ‘‘since a proper noun that has a definition of office or 
kindred added to it, stands without an article.’’ This is one of the rare cases 
where five of the most weighty uncials attest areading that seems impossible. 


XXXIX. Vy. 45-56. 


Weiss ed. Mey. omits the clause: ‘‘ which, however, is merely a further 
embellishment not belonging to history.” Such remarks are as unwarranted as 
the supposition of a suppression ‘“‘ under the influence of a Petrine tendency.”’ 
Whether Mark knew of the incident or not, is a matter that lies beyond our 
knowledge as well as outside of exegetical discussion. 


XL, Ver. 45. 


It is very doubtful whether there was a Western Bethsaida ; see on viii. 22, 
the only other instance in which Mark mentions the name. 
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XLI. Ver. 53. én? tiv yay 7A0ov ei¢ Pevvnoapér. 


Meyer takes no notice of this reading, which is attested by 8 BL A, accepted 
by Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss. So R. V.: ‘‘they came to the land unto Gen- 
nesaret,” with the more exact marginal rendering : ‘‘ crossed over to the land, 
they came unto Gennesaret.’”” So Weiss ed. Mey. 


XLII. Ver. 56. 600: dv jiparto. 


The aorist is decisively attested, and yields an excellent sense, placing the 
emphasis more directly upon the single cases whenever they occurred. The 
imperfects throughout sum up these as repeated actions. The delicacy of 
Mark’s expression was not understood by the transcribers, 
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CHAPTER VII. 


Ver. 2. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BL A, 38, read ér . . . éo€i- 
cvolv, instead of écfiovrac.] —aptovc] Lachm. and Tisch. read todc dprove, fol- 
lowing B D L A, min. Rightly ; the article was passed over, because it was 
regarded as superfluous. The reading“aprov (Fritzsche) has in its favor only &, 
min, and vss., and is from Matt. xv. 2. — After dprove Elz. and Fritzsche have 
éuéupavto, Which, however, is absent from witnesses so important, that it must 
be regarded as an addition ; instead of it D has karéyvwoav. — [ Ver. 4. See Note 
XLV., p. 94.] Treg., Weiss, R. V. marg., retain cai kAwov, omitted by Tisch., 
W. and Hort, R. V. text, with 8 BL A, Copt.] — Ver. 5. érecra] BD L 8, min. 
Syr. Copt. Vulg. It. have «ai (A has érevta xa7). Recommended by Griesb., and 
adopted by Fyitzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; érecta was written on the 
margin on account of the construction, and then displaced the «ai, — xovvaic| 
Elz. Scholz have avizroic, in opposition to BD 8, min. vss. An interpretation. 
— Ver. 8. yap] is wanting in B D L A 8, min. Copt. Arm. It. Goth. Lachm. 
Tisch. A connecting addition. — Banriowodc . . . moveire ig wanting in BLA 
$8, min. Copt. Arm. There are many variations in detail. Bracketed by 
Lachm. ed. min. [Treg.], deleted by Fritzsche, and now also by Tisch. [W. and 
Hort. Weiss, R. V.]. Rightly restored again by Lachm. ed. maj. For, if it were 
an interpolation from vy. 4 and 13, there would be inserted, as at ver. 4, rory- 
plov kai €eorov, and, as in yer. 13, not dAAa; moreover, an interpolator would 
certainly not have forgotten the washing of hands. The explanatory comment of 
Mark, vv. 3, 4, tells precisely in favor of the genuineness, for the joint-mention 
of the rornpiwv kK. feo7Gv in that place has its reason in these words of Jesus, 
ver. 8. And why should there have been an interpolation, since the reproach 
of the Pharisees did not at all concern the pitchers and cups? This apparent 
inappropriateness of the words, howeyer, as well as in general their descrip- 
tive character, strikingly contrasting with the conciseness of the context, might 
have occasioned their omission, which was furthered and rendered more wide- 
spread by the circumstance that a church-lesson concluded with davpdérwv. — 
Ver. 12. xai] deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.], following 
BD 8, min. Copt. Cant. Ver. Verc. Corb. Vind. Colb. Omitted as confusing, 
because the apodosis was found here. — Ver. 14. rdévra] BD LA 8, Syr. p. (in 
the margin) Copt. Aeth. Sax. Vualg. It. have wad. Recommended by Griesb., 
adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Rightly ; mavra was written in the mar- 
gin on account of the following rdvrec, and the more easily supplanted the 
méacv, because the latter finds no definite reference in what has preceded. — 
Instead of dxovere and ovviete, Lachm. and Tisch. have dxovcate and odvere, fol- 
lowing BD HLA. The Recepia is from Matt. xv. 10.— Ver. 15. The reading 
Ta éx TOD AVIPOTOV Exrropevduera (Lachm. Tisch.) has in its favor B DL A 8, 33, 
Copt. Goth, Aeth. Pers. p. Vulg. It. The Recepta ta éxrop. dz’ adrov appears to 
have originated from the copyist, in the case of the above reading, passing over 
from the first é« to the second (é«rop.). Thus came the reading ra éxzopevéueva, 
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which is still found in min. Then, after the analogy of the preceding ei¢ airév, 

in some cases az’ abrov, in others é£ abrod (min. Fritzsche) was supplied. — Ver. 

16 is wanting in BL &, min. Copt. Suspected by Mill and Fritzsche as an in- 
terpolation at the conclusion of the church-lesson ; deleted by Tisch. But the 
witnesses on behalf of the omission, in the absence of internal reasons which 
might occasion an interpolation (in accordance with iv. 23; comp., on the 
other hand, Matt. xv. 11), are too weak. [Bracketed by Treg., deleted by W. and 
Hort, Weiss, omitted in text of R. V.]— Ver. 17. repi tie rapaB.] BD LA 8, 

min, It, Vulg. have r)v rapaBodjv. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche 

Lachm. Tisch. The Recepta is a gloss. — Ver. 19. xafapifov] ABE FGHLS 
X A &, min. Or. Chrys. have xafapifov (D.: Katapifer). So Lachm. and Tisch. 
Not a transcriber’s error, but correct (see the exegetical remarks), and needlessly 
emended by the neuter. —[Ver. 21, 22. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B 
L A, Copt., have the order : ropveias, kAoral, ddvo1, woryera. | -— Ver. 24. peOopia} 
Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors] have épia, following B D L A 8, min. Or. 

But yedpia does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., and was supplanted by the 
current dpea (comp. Matt. xv. 22). — xa? Xiddvoc] is wanting in D L A 28, Cant. 

Ver. Vere. Corb. Vind. Or. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Fritzsche and 
Tisch., comp. Ewald. Rightly ; the familiarity of the collocatibn « Tyre and 
Sidon” and Matt. xv. 21 have introduced the kai S:dévoc, which also came in at 
ver. 31, and there supplanted the original reading 7A9e dad Xuddvog (approved by 
Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., in conformity with B DLA 8, 

33, Arr. Copt. Aeth. Syr. hier. Vulg, Sax. It.), and changed it into the Recepta 
kal Zidavoc HAGev. [Recent editors agree with Meyer as to the reading in ver. 31, 

but Treg., R. V. (text) retain the longer form in ver. 24; W. and Hort bracket 
it.] — Ver. 25. dxovcaca yap yuv7] Tisch. has 442’ ebfd¢ axotoaca yun, following 
BLA &, 33, vss. The witnesses are very much divided (D: yuv7 dé ebPéue o¢ 
axovcaca) ; but the reading of Tisch. is, considering this division, sufficiently 
attested, and in keeping with the character of Mark ; it is therefore to be pre- 
ferred. — Ver. 26. Instead of éxBdAy (Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.) Elz. has 
éxBarry. The evidence for the aorist is not decisive, and the present is in 
keeping with Mark’s manner, [A B D 8 and many others read the aorist, ac- 
cepted by recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 27. Instead of 6 dé Incove eimev Lachm. 

and Tisch. have ka? éAeyev, following B L A &, 338, Copt. Cant. (D has cal Aéyer ; 
Vulg. : qui diwit), The Recepta is an alteration arising from comparison of Mait. 

xv. 26. — Ver. 28. éo8ie] Lachm. and Tisch. have éo§iovow, following B D LA 
8, min. The Recepta is from Matthew. —Ver. 30. Lachm. and Tisch have 
adopted the transposition : 76 maidiov BeBAnuévov (instead of tiv Ovyat. BeBAn- 
pévav) emi thy KAivny kK. TO Oatudv. &eAndvOdc, following BD L A 8, min. vss. (yet 
with variations in detail). The Recepta is to be retained ; the above transposi- 
tion is to be explained by the fact that the transcriber passed over from the raz 
after éfe/nAvd¢ immediately to the cai in ver. 31. Thus kal rv Ovyar. down to 
KAivng was omitted, and afterwards restored at the wrong, but apparently more 
suitable place. From the circumstance that fuy.. . . kAivnc. and not 70 daiuév. 

é£eAnd., is the clause omitted and restored, may be explained the fact that all. 
the variations in detail are found not in the latter, but in the former words. 

[Recent editors, R. V., agree with Tisch.]— Ver. 31. See on ver. 24. — As in iii. 
7, so also here, instead of zpé¢ we must read, with Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm., 

folfowing evidence of considerable weight, cic. —- Ver. 32. After xkwdédv Lachm. 
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and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] have ra/, following BD A 8, vss. <A connect- 
ing addition. — Ver. 35. ei6éwc] is wanting in B D §, min. yss. Deleted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; the more frequent in Mark, and the more appro- 
priate it is in this place, the more difficult it was of omission, and the easier of 
,addition ; here also in a different order. [Tisch. VIII. inserts et§v¢ before £At0n 
(so Weiss), but Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., omit altogether. ]— Instead of dinvoi- 
x9noav Lachm. and Tisch. have jvolynoav, following B D A 8, 1 (L has 7v0/76y. 
cav), The Recepta arose from the previous dravolyOnrt. — Ver. 36. adtéc] is 
wanting in A BL XA 8, min. Vulg. Lachm. Tisch. ; but superfluous as it is in 
itself, how easily it was absorbed by the following airoic! [The evidence seems 
decisive against it ; deleted by recent editors, R. V.]— Before paAzov Lachm. 
and Tisch. have airoi, following B D L A &, min. Copt. Goth. Syr. Arm. To 
be adopted ; correlative to the airdéc, but passed over, as not being recognized 
in this reference and so regarded as superfluous. —[Ver. 37. Tisch., recent ed- 
itors, R. V., NS BLA, 33, omit rove before aAdAouc. | 


Vv. 1-16. See on Matt. xv. 1-11. The occasion of the discussion, only 
hinted at in Matt. ver. 2, is expressly narrated by Mark in vv. 1, 2, and 
with a detailed explanation of the matter, vv. 8, 4. Throughout the sec- 
tion Matthew has abridgments, transpositions, and alterations (in opposition 
to Hilgenfeld and Weiss). [See Note XLIII., p. 94.] —ovvdyovra] is 
simply : there come together, there assemble themselves (ii. 2, iv. 1, v. 21, vi. 
30). The suggestion of a procedure of the synagogue (Lange), or of a formal 
deputation (Weizsiicker), is purely gratuitous. — éA9évrec] applies to both ; 
on the notice itself, comp. iii. 22. — With the reading kai éxepwréow, ver. 5 
(see the critical remarks), a full stop is not to be placed after ver. 1, as by 
Lachmann and Tischendorf, but the participial construction, begun with 
22.0dvrec, runs on easily and simply as far as dprovc, where a period is to be 
inserted. Then follows the explanatory remark, vv. 3, 4, which does not 
interrupt the construction, and therefore is not, as usually, to be placed in 
a parenthesis. But with kal érepwrdow in ver. 5, a new sentence begins, 
which continues the narrative. [So, substantially, W. and Hort., R. V.] — 
idévrec] not in Jerusalem (Lange), but on their present arrival, when this 
gave them a welcome pretext for calling Jesus to account. — rot? éorw dvin- 
zoic] Mark explains for his Gentile readers (for whom also the explanation 
that follows was regarded by him as necessary) in what sense the xowaic is 
meant. Valckenaer, Wassenbergh, and Fritzsche without ground, and 
against all the evidence, have declared the words a gloss.* See, on the 
other hand, Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. xl. The dvirroe*? stands in con- 
trast with the prescribed washing. Theophylact well says : avirroiw yepolv 
jodiov areptépyuc kat atAoc, ‘* with unwashen hands they were eating unaf- 
fectedly and simply.”— Ver. 8. révre¢ oi Iovd.] A more popular expression 
—not to be strained—indicating the general diffusion of the Pharisaic 
maxims among the people. —rvyy7] Vulg. : erebro (after which Luther : 
manchmal) ; Gothic: ufta (often) ; Syr.: diligenter*—translations of an 


1 Wilke holds the entire passage, vv. 2-4, 2 Hom. J. vii. 266; Hesiod, Op. 725; Lu- 
as well as xai... movetre, yer. 13, to be a cian. Rhet. praec. 14. 
later interpolation. 3 Some Codd. of the It. have pugillo, some 
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ancient reading mocvd (as in &) or monde (heartily), which is not, with 
Schulz and Tischendorf (comp. Ewald), to be regarded as original, but as 
an emendation (comp. Luke vy. 33), as indeed rvyyq itself cannot be made 
to bear the meaning of zv«vd (in opposition to Casaubon). The only true 
explanation is the instrumental one ; so that they place the closed fist in the 
hollow of the hand, rub and roll the former in the latter, and in this manner 
wash their hands (vibwvrar) with the fist. Comp. Beza, Fritzsche. Similar- 
ly Scaliger, Grotius, Calovius, and others, except that they represent the 
matter as if the text were rvyuav . . . taic yepoi. The explanations: péype 
Tob dykavoc, ‘Sup to the elbow” (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus), and : 
‘““am to the wrist” (Lightfoot, Bengel), correspond neither with the case nor 
with the signification of the word. Finally, had some peculiar ritual fori 
of washing been meant (‘‘in which they take the one fist full of water, and 
so pour it over the other hand held up, that it runs off towards the arm”),* Mark 
would with the mere rvyu# have expressed himself as unintelligibly as pos- 
sible, and a ritual reference so precise would certainly have needed an ex- 
planatory remark for his Gentile readers. [See Note XLIV., p. 94.]— 
Ver. 4. xa? dd dyopic] The addition in D, éay é%uou, is a correct interpre- 
tation : from market (when they come from the market) they eat not. A 
pregnant form of expression, which is frequent also in classical writers.” In 
this case éav py Bartic. is not to be understood of washing the hands (Light- 
foot, Wetstein), but of ¢mmersion, which the word in classic Greek and in 
the N. T. everywhere denotes, 7.¢., in this case, according to the context : 
to take a bath.* [See Note XLY., p. 94.] Having come from market, where 
they may have contracted pollution through contact with the crowd, they 
eat not, without having first bathed. The statement proceeds by way of eli- 
max; before eating they observe the washing of hands always, but the 
bathing, when they come from market and wish to eat. Accordingly it is 
obvious that the interpretation of Paulus :*‘‘they eat not what has been 
bought from the market, without having washed it,” is erroneous both in lin- 
guistic usage (active immersion is always Barrifev, not Banrifecdar) and in 
respect of the sense, to which the notion of special strictness would have 
required to be mentally supplied. — Bartiauoic] is likewise to be understood 
of the cleansing of things ceremonially impure, which might be effected 
partly by immersion, partly (xAcwov) by mere sprinkling ; so that Bamtiop. 
applies by way of zeugma to all the four cases. —By the cups and jugs are 
meant vessels of wood, for mention of the copper vessels (yadxiwv) follows, and 
earthen vessels, when they were ceremonially defiled, were broken into pieces 
(Lev. xv. 12).°— aw] not couches in general (de Wette), for the whole con- 
text refers to eating ; but couches for meals, triclinia,® which were rendered 


primo, some momento, some crebro, some 3So also Luke xi. 38. Comp. Ecclus. 
subinde. Acth. agrees with Syr.; and Copt. xxxi. 25; Judith xii. 7. 
Syr. p. with Vulgate. 4 Kuinoel, Olshausen, Lange, Bleek. 
1Paulus; comp. Drusius, Cameron, 5 See Keil, Archdol. I. § 56; Saalschiitz, 
Schoettgen, Wetstein, Rosenmiiller. Mos. Recht, 1. p. 269. 
See Kypke and Loesner; Winer, @r. Siv. 21; Luke viii. 16; Xen. Cyr. viii. 2. 


p 547 [E. T. 621]; Fritzsche in loc. 6; Herod. ix, 16. 
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unclean by persons affected with haemorrhage, leprosy, and the like (Light- 
foot, p. 620 f.). [Sce critical note. j— Ver. 5. With xai érepwor. a new sen- 
tence begins. See above on vv. 1, 2. — Ver. 6. Mark has not the counter- 
question recorded in Matt. xv. 3, and he gives the two portions of Christ’s 
answer in inverted order, so that with him the leading thought precedes, 
while with Matthew it follows. This order of itself, as well as the ironical 
xadoc prefixed to both portions, indicates the form in Mark as the more 
original. Comp. Weizsiicker, p. 76. The order in Matthew betrays the set 
purpose of placing the law before the prophets. The agreement of the quo- 
tation from Isa. xxix. 13 with Matt. xv. 8 f. is wrongly adduced in opposi- 
tion to this view (Hilgenfeld) ; it is to be traced back to the collection of 
Logia, since it belongs to the speech of Crist. —Ver. 8. agévtec and xpareire 
(2 Thess. ii. 15) are intentionally chosen as correlative. —daAAa rapduole Tot- 
avta roAAa] Such accumulations of homocoteleuta were not avoided even by 
classical writers.’ tovaira defines rapéuora as respects the category of qual- 
ity. — Ver. 9. xatoc] Hucellenily, nobly,—ironical.? Not so in ver. 6. — iva] 
‘vere accusantur, etsi hypocritae non putarent, hance suam esse intention- 
em,” ‘‘ They arerightly accused, although the hypocrites had not held this to 
be their purpose” (Bengel). — Ver. 11. xopBav] [3p =dapov, namely, to the 
temple.* See on Matt. xv. 5. — The construction is altogether the same as 
that in Matt. l.c., so that after ded. there is an aposiopesis (he is thus bound 
to this vow), and ver. 12 continues the reproving discourse of Jesus, setting 
forth what the Pharisees do in pursuance of that maxim. — Ver. 12. obxérc] 
no more, after the point of the occurrence of the xopBav ; previously they had 
nothing to oppose to it. — Ver. 13. 7 rapedox.] quam tradidistis, ‘‘ which ye 
delivered.” The tradition, which they receive from their predecessors, they 
have again transmitted to their disciples. — kat rapépora x.t.A.] a repetition 
of solemn rebuke (comp. ver. 8). — Ver. 14. wddw (see the critical remarks) 
has no evpress reference in the connection. But it is to be conceived that 
after the emergence of the Pharisees, ver. 1, Jesus sent away for a time the 
people that surrounded Him (vi. 56) ; now He calls them back to Him again. 
Comp. xv. 13. — Ver. 15. There isno comma to be placed after av¥parov. 
— éxeiva] emphasizing the contrast to that which is elaropevéuevov. Observe, 
further, the circumstantiality of the entire mode of expression in ver. 15, ex- 
hibiting the zmportance of the teaching given. 

Vv. 17-23. See on Matt. xv. 12-20; the conversation, which is recorded 
in this latter vv. 12-14, is by him inserted from the Logia here as in an ap- 
propriate place. [See Note XLII1., p. 94.] — cic olxov] peculiar to Mark in 
this place : into a house. Jesus is still in the land of Gennesareth (vi. 53), 
where He is wandering about. — éxypérwv x.7.2.]| According to Matt. xv. 
15, Peter was the spokesman, the non-mention of whose name in the pas- 
sage before us is alleged by Hilgenfeld to betoken the Petrinism of Mark, 


1 See Lobeck, Paralip. p. 53 f. would gladly give it to thee. But it is Kor- 
22 Cor. xi. 4; Soph. Ant. 735; Arist. Av. ban; I employ it better by giving it to God 
189; Ael. V. HW. i. 16. than to thee, and it is of more seryice to 


3 The following is Luther’s gloss: ‘‘is, Z thee also.”’ 
brief, as much as-to say: Dear father, 
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who prefers to divert the reproach upon all the disciples in general ; but it in 
truth betokens the older representation of the scene. — Ver. 18. otro] siccine, 
accordingly, since you must ask this question. Comp. on 1 Cor. vi. 5. — Kai 
tei] like persons, who have not the benefit of my guidance (oi éo, iv. 11). 
— Ver. 19.1 0b« elorop. abroi eic t. xapd.] it enters not into his heart. —The word 
agedpév does not occur among the Greeks, but d¢odoc. — The reading xadapifov 
(see the critical remarks) would have to be explained : which (i.e., which 
éxrropebecYar cic Tov agedpova) makes pure the whole of the food (that is eaten), 
inasmuch, namely, as thereby every impurity passes away from it (by means 
of the excrements). [See Note XLVI., p. 95.] Thus xaSapifov would be 
an appositional addition, which contains the judgment upon the ei¢ rov aged- 
pava éxropebera. See Kiihner, II. p. 146; Winer, p. 549 [E. T. 624] ; 
Fritzsche im loc. But the latter arbitrarily changes ceSapifov into the mean- 
ing : ‘‘puros esse declarat,” ‘‘ declares to be pure,” in so far, namely, as all 
food, clean and unclean, would come digested into the a¢edpov. With the 
reading kadapifov we must explain: which (the draught) makes pure the 
whole of the food, inasmuch as it is the place destined for the purpose of re- 
ceiving the impurities therefrom (the excretions). Thus xadapifwv refers to 
Tov adedpOva, and ig put not in the accusative, but in the nominative, as 
though kai 6 agedpov déyerac or something similar had been said previously, 
so that the agedpov appears as the logical subject. Comp. the similar applica- 
tion of the anacoluthic nominative participle among the Greeks,” according 
to which it is not necessary, as with Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 68 [E. T. 78], 
to assume the abbreviation of a relative clause.2 Moreover, the connection 
of the course of the matter presented from ér: onward requires that kai eic r. 
agedpOva éxrop. Should still be dependent on 67 (in opposition to Fritzsche). 
—Ver. 21 f. dtaroyicpot of Kaxoi] is specialized by all that follows, which 
therefore is to be taken as the thoughts actually presenting themselves, as 
the prava consilia realized. — The following catalogue betrays later enrich- 
ment when compared with that of Matthew, and theze is not manifest any 
principium dividendi, ‘‘ principle of division,” beyond the fact that (with the 
exception of acéAyesa, excess, especially unchaste excess ; see on Rom. xiii. 
13 ; Gal. v.19) matters approximately homogeneous are placed together. — ! 
rovnpla| malignities, ill-wills, Rom. i. 29 ; Eph. iv. 31 ; Col. iii. 8. —6¢daA- 
oc movyp.] an envious eye, as at Matt. xx. 15. —agpoctvy| unreason, morally 
itrational conduct, Wisd. xii. 28. Foolishness of moral practice. Comp. 
on Eph. v. 17 ; Beck, Seelenl. p. 68 (its opposite is cwdpootry), not merely 
in loquendo, to which, moreover, irepydavia (arrogance) is arbitrarily limited 
(in opposition to Luther’s gloss ; Fritzsche also, and de Wette, and many 
others). — Ver. 23. As of all good, so also of all evil, the heart is the inmost 
life-seat. See Delitzsch, Psych. p. 250. 


1 The contents of ver. 19, very appropriate _p. 326, agrees with him. 


as they are for popular argument in the 2 Richter, de anacol. I. p. 7; Bernhardy, 
way of naive sensuous representation, are p. 538; Kriiger, § 56. 9. 4. 
unfairly criticised by Baur, krit. Unters. ’Comp. also Stallb. ad Plat. Phaed. 


p. 554, and Markusev. p. 55, as awkward ip. 81 A. 
and unsuitable; and in this view Késtlin, ; 


CHAP. VII., 24-30. at 


Vv. 24-80. See on Matt. xv. 21-29, who in vy. 23-25 has added what is 
certainly original. — éxei¥ev] out of the land of Gennesareth, vi. 58. —eic ra 
pedépta Tipov] into the regions bordering on Tyre.’ Tt is not, withal, said even 
here (comp. Matt. xv. 21) that Jesus had now left Galilee and betaken 
Himself into Gentile territory. He went into the Galilean regions border- 
ing on Tyre (the tribe of Asher). According to Mark, it was only in further 
prosecution of His journey (ver. 31) that He went through Phoenicia, and 
even through Sidon, merely, however, as a traveller, and without any so- 
journ. The explanation of Erasmus and Kypke : into the region %etween 
Tyre and Sidon, is set aside by the spuriousness of cai Siddvoc. [But see 
critical note. ] — éi¢ oixiav] into a house. Comp. ver. 17. It was doubtless 
the house of one who honored Him. — otdéva Sere yrovar] not : He wished to 
know no one (Fritzsche, Ewald), but : He wished that no one should know it. See 
the sequel. Matthew does not relate this wish to remain concealed ; the remark 
is one of those peculiar traits in which Mark is so rich. But he has no pur- 
pose of thereby explaining the subsequent refusal of aid on the part of Jesus 
from another ground than that mentioned by Matt. xv. 24 (de Wette, Hil- 
genfeld), since Mark also at ver. 27 narrates in substance the same ground 
of refusal. —7dvr474n] corresponds to the 7ere : He wished . . . and could 
not. —7¢ abr#c¢] See Winer, p. 1384 [E. T. 148]. On dvydrp., comp. v. 23. — 
Ver. 26. ‘EAAnvic] a Gentile woman, not a Jewess, Acts xvii. 12. — Syrophoe- 
nice means Phoenicia (belonging to the province of Syria), as distinguished 
from the AcBogoiwxec (Strabo, xvii. 3, p. 835) in Libya. The (unusual) form 
Lvpodorvixicoa 18? to be received on account of the preponderance of the wit- 
nesses in its favor, with which are to be classed those which read Svpadoui- 
Kiooa OY Sbpa Gowvixicoa (so Tischendorf), which is explanatory (@ Phoenician 
Syrian). The Recepta Svpodoivicca (so also Fritzsche) is an emendation, since 
doivicca was the familiar name for a Phoenician woman.? But the form 
Svpogowvixicoa is not formed from upodoiwE (Luc. D. Concil. 4), but from 
Sowikn, The Xavavaia of Matthew is substantially the same. See on Matt. 
XV. 22. —é«Ba2aan] (see the critical [and supplementary] remarks) present 
subjunctive, makes the thought of the woman present, and belongs to the 
vividness of the graphic delineation ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 618. — Ver. 27. 
xporov]| certainly a modification in accordance with later tradition, intended 
to convey the meaning : itis not yet competent for Gentiles also to lay claim 
tomy saving ministry ; the primary claim, which must be satisfied before it 
comes to you, is that of the Jews. It is the idea of the Iovdaiw re xporov 
Ka) "BAAnw, ‘‘to the Jew first, and also to the Greek,” Rom. i. 16, which has 
already come in here, added not exactly in a doctrinal sense (Keim), but out 
of the consciousness of the subsequent course of things and without set pur- 
pose—to say nothing of an anti-Judaistic purpose in opposition to Matthew 


1 Xen. Cyr. i. 4. 16; Thue. ii. 27. 2, iv. 56. 3. 2. 


2, iv. 99; Herodian, v. 4. 11; Lucian, V. H. 4 According to Schenkel, indeed, Jesus 
i, 20. was not at all in earnest with this answer of 

2 With Wetstein, Griesbach, Scholz. and harsh declinature, and this the woman per- 
Lachmann. ceived. Butsee on Matt., and comp. Keim, 


3 Xen. Hell. iii. 4. 1, iv. 3.6; Herodian, v. geschichtl. Chr. p. 61 f. 
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(Hilgenfeld), which would rather have led to the omission of the entire 
narrative. But in general the presentation of this history in Matthew bears, 
especially as regards the episode with the disciples, the stamp of greater 
originality, which is to be explained from a more exact use of the collection 
of Logia through simple reproduction of their words. Ewald finds in that 
episode another genuine remnant from the primitive document of Mark. 
Comp. also Holtzmann, p. 192. — Ver. 29. dca tovrov rov Adyov braye]| on account 
of this saying (which gives evidence of so strong a confidence in me), go thy 
way. ‘In traye is implied the promise of compliance, hence it is fittingly as- 
sociated with dca rovrov tr. 2. Comp. Matt. viii. 138 ; Mark v. 34. — Ver. 30. 
evpe x.T.A.] ‘Vis verbi invenit cadit potius super participium quam super 
nomen,” ‘‘ The force of the word found falls more strongly upon the partici- 
ples than upon the noun” (Bengel). — BeBAnu. ext tr. Kirivgv] weary and ex- 
hausted, but xecuévyv év eipfvn, “lying in peace,” Euthymius Zigabenus, 
which the demon did not previously permit. [See Note XLVII., p. 95.] 
Vy. 31-37. A narrative peculiar to Mark. Matthew, at xv. 30, 31—here 
foregoing details, of which he has already related many—only states in 
general that Jesus, having after the occurrence with the Canaanitish woman 
returned to the lake, healed many sick, among whom there were also 
deaf persons. Mark has preserved a special incident from the evangelic 
tradition, and did not coin it himself (Hilgenfeld). — raaw é£eA06r| his 
reference to anrfAdev elc, ver. 24, — did SudGvoc] (see the critical remarks) : 
He turned Himself therefore from the region of Tyre first in a northern di- 
rection, and went through Sidon (we cannot tell what may have been the 
more immediate inducement to take this route) in order to return thence to 
the lake. If we should take S.dévoc not of the city, but of the region of 
Sidon,’ the analogy of Tipov would be opposed to us, as indeed both names 
always designate the cities themselves. — ava péoov Tov dpiwv tT. Aexarddewc] He 
came (as he journeyed) through the midst (Matt. xiii. 25; 1 Cor. vi. 5 ; Rev. 
vil. 17) of the regions belonging to Decapolis, so that He thus from Sidon ar- 
rived at the Sea of Galilee, not on this side, but on the farther side of 
Jordan (comp. on Matt. iv. 25), and there the subsequent cure, and then 
the feeding the multitude, viii. 1, occurred, viii. 10. — Ver. 82. kagdv poye- 
2dédov] is erroneously interpreted : a deaf man with a difficulty of utterance 
(see Beza, Grotius, Maldonatus, de Wette, Bleek, and many others). 
Although, according to its composition and according to Aétius in Beck. 
Anecd. p. 100, 22, poy:Adaoc means speaking with difficulty, it corresponds in 
the LXX. to the B28, dumb. See Isaiah xxxy. 6.2. Hence it is to be under- 
stood as: a deaf-mute,* which is also confirmed by adddovc, ver. 87, and 
is not refuted by éAddec opSac, ver. 85. The reading poyyiAdaov, speaking 
hollowly,* is accordingly excluded of itself as inappropriate (comp. also ver. 
385). — Ver. 38. The question why Jesus took aside the sick man apart from 
the people, cannot without arbitrariness be otherwise answered than to the 


1Sisovia, Hom. Od. xiii. 285; Ewald, 3 Vulgate, Luther, Calovius, and many 
Lange also and Lichtenstein. others, including Ewald. 
2 Comp. Aquila, Symmachus, and Theo- 4Be* EH FAL XT A, Matthaei. 


cotion, Ex. iy. 11. 
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effect that He adopted this measure for the sake of an entirely undisturbed 
rapport between Himself and the sick man, such as must have appeared to 
Him requisite, in the very case of this sick man, to the efficacy of the spittle 
and of the touch. [See Note XLVIIL., p. 95.] Other explanations resorted 
to are purely fanciful, such as: that Jesus wished to make no parade; that 
in this region, which was not purely Jewish, He wished to avoid attracting 
dangerous attention (Lange) ; that He did not wish to foster the supersti- 
tion of the spectators (Reinhard, Opuse. II. p. 140). De Wette conjectures 

that the circumstance belongs to the element of mystery, with which Mark 
invests the healings. But it is just in respect of the two cases of the applica- 
tion of spittle (here and at viii. 23) that he relates the withdrawing from the 
crowd; an inclination to the mysterious would have betrayed itself also in the 
presenting of the many other miracles. According to Baur, Mark wished 
to direct the attention of his readers to this precise kind of miraculous 
cure. This would amount to a fiction in a physiological interest. The 
spittle * (like the oil in vi. 12) is to be regarded as the vehicle of the mirac- 
ulous power. Comp. on John ix. 6. Itisnot, however, to be supposed that 
Jesus wished in any wise to veil the marvellous element of the cures (Lange, 
LL. J. Il. 1, p. 282), which would amount to untruthfulness, and would 
widely differ from the enveloping of the truth in parable. — rricac] namely, 
on the tongue of the patient ;* this was previous to the touching of the 
tongue (comp. i. 41, viii. 22, x. 13), which was done with the fingers, and 
not the mode of the touching itself. — Ver. 34 f. éorévate] Euthymius Ziga- 
benus well says : ‘being moved by 
the sufferings of the man” (comp. Grotius and Fritzsche). Certainly (see 
avaBr. sic t. ovpavdév) it was asigh of prayer (de Wette and many others), 
and yet a sigh: on account of painful sympathy. Comp. viil. 12, also iii. 5 

It is reading between the lines to say, with Lange, that in this half-heathen 
region duller forms of faith rendered His work difficult for Him; or 
with Hofmann (Schriftbew. Il. 2, p. 352), that He saw in the deaf- mee an 
image of His people incapable of the hearing of faith and of the utterance 


of confession (comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.). —éio¢ada]s hal, imperative 


Ethpael. — diavoiySyr1] be opened, namely, in respect of the closed ears and 
the bound tongue. See what follows. — ai axoai] the ears, as often in clas- 
sic use.t — éA07 «.7.A.] The tongue, with which one cannot speak, is con- 
ceived as bound ts the classical oréua Abew, yAdooac Abecv, and see Wet- 
stein), therefore the expression does not justify the supposition of any other 
cause of the dumbness beside the deafness. — dpc] consequently, no 


: j hy a ay 
émixautouevog Ttoig Tave_eor Tov avdporov, 


It is not therefore to be 


1Victor Antiochenus, Theophylact, Eu- 
thymius Zigabenus, and many others. 

2 According to Baur, there is betrayed in 
the narrative of the zrveuv, as also at vi. 13, 
“the more material notion of miracle in a 
later age.” But it cannot at all be shown 
that the later age had a more material con- 
ception of the miracles of Jesus. 

3 Ag in viii. 23 He spits into the eyes of 


the blind man. 
conceived that Jesus spat on His own fingers 
and so applied His spittle to the tongue 
of the sick man (Lange, Bleek, and older 
commentators), for this Mark would cer- 
tainly in his graphic manner have sad. 

4 Kur. ERO. 1494: Lue. Philop. 1; Wero- 
dian, iv. 5.3; comp. 2 Macc. xv. 39. 


Se ae THE GOSPEL OF MARK. . 


longer venting itself in inarticulate, irregular, stuttering sounds, as deaf- 
mutes attempt to do, but rightly, quite regularly and normally. — Ver, 36 
aizeic] to these present, to whom He now returned with the man that was 
cured. — etréc) and the subsequent etred (see the critical remarks) corre 
spond to one another : FR en His part. . . they ow their pert.— deer . . 
Kader csmoedrsuer) Rowever much He enjoined (forbade) them, sil Per mere 
they pudlished a They exceeded the degree ef the prohibition by the get 
far greater degree in which they made it known. So transported were they 
by the mirele, that the prohibition only heightened their zeal, and they 
prosecuted the ayoiees» with still greater energy than if He had not inten 
dicted it to them. As to this prohibition without result generally, emp. on 
V. 43. — wéider *} along with another comparative, strengthens the latter? 
Ver. 37. cada réore rereigas] Let roredqac be distinguished from the subse~ 
quent resi, The former relates to the miraculous cure at that time, which 
has taken place and is now accomplished (perfect) : and aud (even) Teg aadade 
meet «rd, is the general Judgment deduced from this conerete case, In 
this judgment, however, the generic plurals xageic, Gdlexe are quite in their 
place, and de not prove (in opposition to Kdstlin, p. $47) that a source of 
which Mark ‘here availed himself contained secera? cures of deaf and dumb 
people. — r, d2é2. Rad] the speechless te srewk$ 


Norss pr Awearcay Eprron, 


XLOE Vr. 1-23 


Weiss ed. Mey. agrees with Meyer in regarding the entire Passage as original 
with Mark, but objects to his view that the material is derived from the Legia, 
basing it rather on the Peirine tradition. 


NLIV. Ver. 3. repay. 


This reading should be retained (agsinst Tisch.) bat its sense is deubifal, 
The R. V. renders it ““diligently” im the texi, with the margin: “Qn, up a die 
elbow, Gr. with the fist.” « OF (A. VL) is dezived from the Vulgate. 


XLV. Ver. 4 Suexrrewetas. 


Meyer passes over the retharkable reading of 8 B and some enrsives (Garman 
Taz), accepted by Weiss ed. Mey., and W_and Hort (text), R. V_ mare. — The 
A. R. V. has “ bathe,” with marg. ‘* Gr. haptize.” This rendering marks the 
difference between the verbs (here and yer. 3). 


* Here in the sense of “ ondy all the mers.* BR TH fy Stalltaum, ad Pandy 7 Ey 
See Stallb. ad Piet. ep. ii p 397 A: Nagels- Pituck, eG Rend. 307. 
bach’s note on the Aiad, ed. 3 p RT * Om Gtekes, comp. Pint Bbr. BR £8 B: 
*See on Phil i 93; Hermann, ad Figer. PS Exxvii M ur 
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XLVI. Ver. 19. xabapifov x.7.A. 


Among the witnesses for this reading are three of the fathers (Origen, Greg- 
ory Thaumaturgus, Chrysostom), who, however, take the clause as an explana- 
tion made by the Evangelist (comp. R. V.: ‘‘ This he said, making all meats 
clean’’). Were this the sense, the various reading would scarcely have arisen ; 
nor is there any similar instance of interpretation in this Gospel. The verb, 
moreover, is thus assigned an unusual sense. Weiss ed. Mey. also passes over 
this interpretation without notice. 


XLVI. Ver. 30. 


The order of Lachm. and Tisch. is strongly attested, and the explanation of 
Meyer, in favor of the Rec., seems unsatisfactory. The fact that the girl lay 
upon the couch was first noticed, and the departure of the demon inferred from 
this. Thisis in the vivacious style of Mark ; while the transcribers transposed, 
in order to place the real cause before the visible effect. So, substantially, 
Weiss ed. Mey. 


XLVI. Ver. 33. 


Weiss ed. Mey. thinks the man was taken aside, because ‘‘Jesus, here as in 
the heathen territory (chap. vii. 24), was unwilling to renew His activity, and 
hence would not awaken new claims by means of a cure wrought before the 
whole multitude.’” The gradual healing was probably in consequence of some 
spiritual need of the man himself. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


Ver. 1. ray762A00] BD G L M NAX, min. Arr. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Goth. 
Vulg, It. have rdAuv roAAov. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. 
Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. But the former being an drag Aeyou. in the 
N. T., might very easily have been changed into md/vy roAdod, as madw was 
used in Mark so frequently, and in this place (it is otherwise at vii. 14) was so 
appropriate. — Ver. 2. Instead of juépas, Elz. has juépac. A correction, in op- 
position to decisive evidence, as is Matt. xv. 32. — yor] is, according to B D, 
with Lachm., to be deleted as a supplementary addition. It is from Matt. xv. 
32. [The evidence against it is not sufficient to convince even W. and Hort, 
who usually follow B.]—Ver. 3. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BDL 
A, 33, Copt., read kai twec.] — fxovowv] As A D &, min. have jj«aov (so Lachm.), 
and BL A Copt. have eiciv (so Tisch.), #xovocv is condemned by preponderant 
counter-evidence. But as, moreover, almost all the versions deviate from the 
simple eiciv, we must abide by the reading of Lachm. [Tisch, VIII. has jracw ; 
so Treg., but W. and Hort (so Weiss) have eioiv, following a group of authorities 
which they usually regard as decisive.] If ciotv had been glossed by a verb of 
coming, the praeterite 7j«a, not elsewhere found in the N. T., would hardly have 
been the word chosen for that purpose. Mark has the verb jxevv only in this 
place. — Ver. 6. rapyyyeie] B D L A ®& have rapayyéAder. So Lachm. and 
Tisch. Rightly ; the historical present was lost in the connection with the 
praeterite. — Ver. 7. evAoynoac elme mapabeivac xa’ aita] Many variations. 
Griesb. regards merely evioy. eize mapaNcivas as genuine. Lachm. has raira 
evaoy. eimev Tapatefnvar nat avTd. Fritzsche: ebAoy. ceive mapal. avtd. Tisch. : 
eVAoy. aiTa rapéInxev. It may be urged against Griesbach, that a reading with- 
out any pronoun has not been preserved at allin the Codd. In the midst of 
the confusion of readings that has arisen from the double pronoun, that one is 
to be retained which has in its favor the relatively greatest agreement of the 
most important uncials. And this is: ebAoy#oac aitad (BC LA 8, min. Copt.), 
eimev Kal tata TapatWévac (B L A S**, to which, on account of the pronoun and 
its position, C also falls to be added with: elev: kal ravra rapabere). [So re- 
cent editors, R. V.] This consensus is more important than that which Lachm. 
has followed (principally relying upon A). The reading of Tisch., simple as 
it is, and not giving occasion to variation, is too weakly attested by 8*. — Ver. 
9. of gayovrec] is wanting in BL A §, min. Copt. Condemned by Griesb., de- 
leted by Tisch. It is from vi. 44. — Ver. 12. on. émitnre7] Schulz, Lachm. 
Tisch. read (rei onu., in accordance with BC DLA 8, min. vss. The Recepta 
_ is from Matt. xvi. 4.— Ver. 13. éuBac raiw| BC DL A®, min. Copt. Arm, 

have radu éuBdc. This is to be adopted, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., as the 
better attested order. — eic ro Actor] Lachm. reads ic rioiov, following AE F 
GMS VX, min. Fritzsche and Tisch. have entirely deleted it, following B C 
LA, Corb. Germ. 1, Tol, The latter is right ; éu8d¢ had its notion completed. 
— Ver. 16. Aéyovrec] is wanting in BD 8, min. It. Deleted by Lachm. and 
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Tisch.; the former has subsequently, with B, min. It., éyovcrw (comp. D: eiyor). 
[See Note XLIX., p.104.] As well Aéyorrec as the first person of the verb was 
introduced in accordance with Matt. xvi. 7.— Ver. 17. ér:] is wanting in B C D 
L A &, min. Copt. Vere. Lachm. and Tisch. As well the omission as the addi- 
tion might have been occasioned by the last syllables of cuviere; but more easily 
the addition, as the connection (oirw) so readily suggested an é7v. — [Ver. 19. 
Recent editors, R. V. (against Tisch.), omit «ai before zécove, with A B L, 
Copt., etc., and in ver. 20, Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. with S BCL A, 
Vulg. Copt., read cat Aéyovow aitw, instead of oi dé cizov.] —Ver. 21. céc ov] 
Lavhm. has 7é¢ oiw, following A D M U X, min. Syr. utr. Perss, Goth. Vulg. 
It. Theophyl. Tisch. has merely oizs, following CK LA 8, min. The latter 
is to be regarded as the original. To this otro, ré¢ was added (Lachm.) from 
Matt. xvi. 11 ; and in accordance with the same parallel, 7é¢ otzw pessed into 
moc ov (B, Elz.). —Ver. 22. épyevac] épyovracisrightly approved by Griesb., and 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. See on y. 38. —[Ver. 23. Tisch., recent editors, 
R. V., with § BCL, 33, read é&jveyxev, and W. and Hort, Weiss, R.V., with BC 
D A, Copt., have BAéerc, which was easily altered into the indirect form : BAérex 
(Rec. Tisch.) in 8 A and most.]— Ver. 24. o¢ dévdpa] Lachm. and Tisch. read 
drt Oc dévdpa opo, following decisive evidence. The Recepla is an abbreviation 
to help the construction.—Ver. 25. «ai éxoinoev airov avaBAéyar] Many various 
readings ; but not such as to warrant the total condemnation of the words 
(Griesb.), since they are only wanting in a few vss. The most fully at- 
tested is Kai dueBAewev, and this is adopted by Tisch., following BC* LA 8, 
min. Copt. Aeth. Kai d/éGiAewev, not being understood, was variously glossed.— 
évéBAewe] Lachm. Tisch., following B L 8** min. (A, min. have avéPierev), read 
évéBAsrev, Which is to be adopted, as the aorist was easily introduced mechani- 
cally from what preceded. — Instead of dravra (approved by Griesb., adopted 
by Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.), Elz. has dxavrac. But the former is at- 
tested by BC DL MA 8, min. vss. also Vulg, It. (D has razv7a).  drarrag is to 
be regarded as an emendation, on account of rode avfpdérouc, ver. 24. — Ver. 26. 
poe cig. . . KOin] Very many variations, arising out of the apparent inappro- 
priateness of the meaning ; but not such as to justify the striking out of the 
second half of the sentence («dé eixne rwi év r. Kun), with Tisch, (B L 8, min. 
Copt.). In this way it was sought to help the matter by abbreviation. Others 
amplified (Vulg. It.) and altered (D). [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., omit the 
second clause, but retain dé at the beginning of the first clause. Tisch. ac- 
cepts 7 (comp. grammatical notes) which has no support except S*.]—Ver. 28. 
éva] Lachm. Tisch. have érz eic, following B C* L &, Copt. The Recepta is an 
alteration on account of the construction. If 67: eic had come in in accordance 
with Luke ix. 19, avéoty would also be found in Codd. — Ver. 29. Agyeu aitoic] B 
C D* L A 8, 53, Copt. Cant. Vere, Corb. Colb. have érypdra atrotc. Recom- 
mended by Griesb., approved by Schulz, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.; the 
Recepta is from Matt. xvi. 15. — Ver. 31. ard] BCD GKUL¥&, min. have tz. 
Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.; d7é is from 
the parallel passages. — Ver. 34. [recent editors, R. V., with 8B C* DLA 
Vulg., have ez ric.] — Instead of dxodovfeiv (which Griesb. Scholz, and Tisch, have 
adopted), Elz. Fritzsche, Lachm. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] read é/0¢iv. Both 
readings have weighty attestations ; but éA0eiv is from Matt. xvi. 24.— Ver. 35. 
Instead of 7. éavrod puyfjv in the second half of the verse (Griesb. Scholz), Elz. 


i 
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Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have 7. airov ~., again following A B CTPA: 
[These authorities support 7. yp. airot in the second clause. Tisch. VIII. agrees 
with Griesb. in text, but his notes defend the reading of A B 8, etc. (corrected 
by GebLardt). W. and Hort follow B(r. éavrov .) in the first clause.] From the 
preceding clause, and in keeping with the parallel passages. [Tisch., recent 
editors, R. V., with most leading uncials, omit ot7o¢, and in ver. 36 with S BL, 
read &derci, xepdjoat, Onutwivat.] — Ver. 36. avOparov read, with Lachm. and 
Tisch., following A C* D, min. Or.: rdv dvfpwrov. [Tisch. VIII., recent editors, 
reject the article.] As well the omission of the article as the reading dv9puro¢ 
(E F G H LMXTA ¥8* min.) is from the parallels. — Ver. 37. 7) t/] Tisch. 
reads ri yap, following B L A 8, 28, Copt. Or. ; 7 7é is from Matt. xvi. 26. 
[Tisch., recent editors, R.V., with &* B (L indirectly) have doi ; (comp. Note 
XXYV., p. 60.] 


Vv. 1-10. See on Matt. xv. 32-39. — év éx. r. juép.] An unessential differ- 
ence from Matthew, but still a difference. — rupr. dyAov dvtoc| when very many 
people were there. The presence of such a crowd is intelligible enough after 
the miraculous cure that has just been related (in opposition to Holtzmann, 
p. 85).! Onduroave, only found in this place in the N. T., see Wetstein.* 
[See critical note. ]— Ver. 2. In the nominative jjuépac rpeic, Hilgenfeld finds 
an indication of dependence on Matt. xv. 82. Why not the converse ?—. 
Ver. 3. tivéc yap «.7.A.] information peculiar to Mark concerning the previous 
éxAvd. év th 660, but still belonging to the words of Jesus: hence yxacw 
(Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 744), have come; not: had come (Luther). [See 
critical note.]—— Ver. 4. éfev] With surprise the disciples thus ask, as on 
the desert surface (én’ épnuiac) there is no place whence loaves for their satis- 
faction were to be obtained. — Ver. 7. Mark (it is otherwise in Matthew) 
narrates in this place (otherwise at vi. 41) two separate actions in respect of 
the loaves and the fishes. — According to the reading : kai evAoyhoac avira 
elrev kai taita Taparesévae (see the critical remarks), we must translate : and 
after He had blessed them, He bade set these also before them. [Comp. R. V.] — 
With the small fishes thus, according to Mark, Jesus performs a special con- 
secration (comp. on Matt. xiv. 19), as to which, however, in eijoy. there is 
nothing to be found of itself higher than in eiyap. (Lange : “‘ the pre-cele- 
bration of the glorioussuccess”), The thanksgiving of Jesus was a prayer of 
praise (comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 16). On eidoyeiv, with accusative of the ob- 
ject, comp. Luke ix. 16, 1 Cor. x. 16,—in the sense, namely, of uttering 
over the object a prayer of praise (1273), blessing it. — Ver. 8. repico. KAaop. 
éxta orup., remains left over in pieces seven baskets. The definition of measure 
is added, according to the Greek usage, in the form of an apposition ; 
Kiihner, II. p. 117. — Ver. 10. Aad&uavovdd, named nowhere else, was doubt- 
less (comp. Matt. xv. 39) a village or hamlet on the 2estern side of the lake, 
in the neighborhood of Magdala (or else Magada ; see on Matt. xv. 39). 
See Robinson, III. p. 530 f. Ewald, indeed, Gesch. Chr. p. 876 (comp. 


1On clvat,equivalent to mapetvar, comp. dus |. . OxAOs), Polit. p. 291 A; Lucian, 
xv. 40; John vii. 39 ; Dorvill. Charit. p. 600. Herm. 61. 
* Comp. Plato, Legg. vii. p. 819 A (wdéumo- 
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Lightfoot), conjectures that in Dalmanutha we have the Galilean pronuncia- 
tion of the name of the town ny, where, according to the Mishna, many 
Jews dwelt. But comp. on Matt. xv. 89. The present village Delhemija 
(Robinson, III. p. 514, 580) lies too far to the south, immediately above the 
‘influx of the Hieromax, eastward from the Jordan. — The specification of @ 
better-known place in Matthew betrays itself as later ; although Baur thinks, 
that by such variations Mark probably only wished to give himself a sem- 
blance of being independent. 

Vv. 11-13. See on Matt. xvi. 1-4, who narrates more fully out of the col- 
lection of Logia, and from the tradition adds the Sadducees. — ér929or] 
namely, from their dwellings in the district there. A trait of graphic cir- 
cumstantiality. Lange imports the idea: as spies out of an ambush. , But 
it is not easy to see why ver. 11 should fitly attach itself, not to the history 
of the miraculous feeding (which could not but serve to enhance the sensa- 
tion produced by Jesus), but to vii. 37 (Holtzmann). Between Dalmanutha 
and the place of the feeding there lay in fact only the lake. —ipEavro ovt. 
ait] How they made the beginning of disputing with Him, is told by (yrovv- 
te¢ K.T.A.: 80 that they asked, etc. — Ver. 12. avactevatac| after that He had 
heaved a sigh (comp. vil. 34), namely, at the hardened unbelief of those 
men.* A picturesque feature here peculiar to Mark. Comp. vii. 34. —7i] 
why—in painful certainty of the want of result, which would be associated 
with the granting of their request. ‘‘Tota hujus orationis indoles intelli- 
gitur ex pronuntiatione,” ‘‘The entire quality of this discourse is known 
from its manner,” Beza, — ei do84cera] a thoroughly Hebraistic expression 
of asseveration (never shall, etc.), by the well-known suppression of the apo- 
dosis.?, According to Mark, therefore (who has not the significant saying 
as to the sign of Jonah adopted by Matthew from the collection of Logia 
already at x. 89 ff., and in this case at xvi. 4), a oyueiov is altogether refused 
to this generation of Pharisees.? Hor them—these hardened ones, for whom 
the signs already given did not suffice—none should be given ; the onyeia, 
which Jesus gave everywhere, were in fact sufficient even for their conver- 
sion, if they had only been willing to attend to and profit by them. — réau 
éuBdc] without eic rd rAoiov (see the critical remarks), which is, however, by 
means of zéaw obvious from ver. 10.1— éic 7d répav] to the eastern side of 
the lake (comp. ver. 10). Holtzmann is wrong in saying that Jesus here 
passes over for the second time to the western side ; see on ver. 22. 

Vv. 14-21. See on Matt. xvi. 5-11, whose narrative is less concise and 
more explanatory. —éreAdovro] quite as in Matt. xvi. 6, and therefore not : 
viderunt se oblitos esse, ‘‘they saw that they had forgotten” (Fritzsche, 


Kuinoel). 


1 This is all that is shown by the follow- 
ing painful question. Lange arbitrarily 
holds that Jesus sighed on account of the 
commencement of His separation from the 
dominant popular party; that there was, 
at the same time, a forbearing reservation 
of His judicial power, and so forth, 

2See Koster, Zridut. p. 104 ff. ; Winer, 


The disciples (ver. 15) form the subject, as is evident of itself ; 


p. 444 [E. T. 500]. 

3 By passing over the sign of Jonah, 
Mark has effaced the point of the answer, 
which Matthew and Luke have furnished. 

4 Comp. Xen. Cyrop. v.7. 7: bore éuBaivew, 
ométav Notos mven, Dem. 29. 26, and many 
other places in the classical writers. 
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for they ought to have taken care as to the provision of bread, but forgot 
it. — el ju) éva «.7.A.] a statement, which is quite in keeping with the peculi- 
arity of Mark, and perhaps proceeds from Peter (in opposition to Hilgen- 
feld). — Ver. 15. dpare is absolute ; and and ric ¢. «7.2. belongs only to 
Baémere, the construction of which with azé6 (comp. xii. 33) is not, with Titt- 
mann, Synon. p. 114, and Kuinoel, to be analyzed : avertere oculos, ‘to 
turn away the eyes,” but : take heed on account of, etc. Comp. rpocé yew aro 
(Matt. xvi. 6) ; ¢680¢ ard tHv rodeutwr (Ken. Cyr. iii. 8. 538), al. — tHe Chunc 
tov bapicaiwv| According to Matthew (see on xvi. 6), Ciuy is a figure for per- 
nicious doctrine, and there appears no reason for assuming any other refer- 
ence here, such as to the mali mores, the character (Bleek, Holtzmann), the 
mental tendency (Schenkel), and the like. See on Matt. xvi. 6.° Jesus 
warns against the soul-perilling doctrines, which at that time proceeded as 
well from the leaders of the hierarchy (the Pharisees) as from the political 
head (Herod Antipas). Herod was a frivolous, voluptuous, unprincipled 
man (see Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 47 f.) ; and the morally vile principles and 
maxims, given forth by him, and propagated by the Jews who adhered to 
him (the Herodians, ili. 6 ; see on Matt. xxii. 16), are the Cun ‘Hpédov. A 
wrong attempt at harmonizing will have it that Herod is mentioned (Heupel) 
as a Sadducee (which, however, he never was; see on Matt. xiv. 2), be- 
cause Matt. xvi. 6 has cai Zaddovnaiwv. — Ver. 16. According to the correct 
reading (see the critical remarks) : and they considered with one another, 
that they hadno bread.* [See Note XLIX., p. 104.] — Vv. 19, 20. This dia- 


logue form is characteristic of Mark’s vivid mode of representation. [See Note 
L., p. 104 seq. ] — récwv orupid. rAnpduata kAacudtwov| See on vi. 43. Observe 


here, also, as well as in Matthew, the alternation of kodivove and orvpidwr, in 
accordance with vi. 43 and viii. 8. —By the fact that, after those two mirac- 
ulous feedings, they still could take thought one with another about zwant 
of bread, they show how much they still lack discernment. The reproach 
of vv. 17, 18° refers to this. But in obmw cuviere, ver. 21 (see the critical re- 
marks), the oizw applies to the instruction that has just been eatechetically 
conveyed vv. 19, 20, and is therefore a later oto than that in ver. 17, stand- 
ing related thereto by way of climax. Schenkel regards as incorrect all that 
is said of this reference to the miraculous feedings, in consistency with his 
view that these did not happen at all in the manner narrated. 

Vv. 22-26 are found in Mark only. — It is not the Bethsaida situated on 
the western shore of the lake (vi. 45) that is here meant,® but the north-east- 
ern Bethsaida, completed by the tetrarch Philip (called also Julias, in honor 
of the daughter of Augustus),4 from which Jesus goes forth and comes north- 


i With respect to the indicative present 
éxover, comp. on Yi. 45, and Dissen, ad Dem. 
de Cor. p. 203. 


3 Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, 
Heumann, Heupel, Késtlin, Holtzmann; 
comp. Bleek and several others. 


2 On the thought of ver. 18, comp. besides 
Isa. vi. 9 f., Xen. Cyr. iii. 1. 27: & Oavpacrs- 
Tate avOpwre, ov Sé ye oSE OpHY yiVwaKELS, OVE 
akovwyv pwenvynoa, Dem, 797%. 8: vttws dpayres 

. Gore 7) THs Tapotulas Opaytas pH Opav Kar 


&KovovTas 1} akovev, 


4 See Josephus, Bell. ii. 9.1, iii. 8.53 Ant#. 
2Qahiy ea wi aatily ch GVO abbn MAIER Ae slays 
Wieseler, chronol. Synopese, p. 273 f. ; Robin- 
son, Pal. III. p’ 566f.; Ritter, Ardk. XV. 
p. 280; Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 46. 
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wards into the region of Caesarea-Philippi (ver. 27) ; see ver. 13. [See Note 
LL. p. 105.] The weakly-attested reading Byfaviav (D, Cod. It.) is an ancient 
alteration, from geographical ignorance of any other Bethsaida than the 
westcrn one. Ewald, indeed, following Paulus, has again (Gesch. Chr. 
p- 378) preferred this reading, because Bethsaida Julias was not a xdun, ver. 
26; but it was Philip who first raised it to the rank of a city, and hence its 
designation as a village may still have been retained, or may have been used 
inaccurately by Mark.—The blind man was not born blind. See ver. 24. — 
Ver. 23. é&#yayev] see on vii. 38. — The spitting is to be apprehended as at 
vil. 33. As in that place, so here also, Jesus held it as necessary to do more 
than had been prayed for. — Ver. 24. avaBaiac] after he had looked up 
(vi. 41, vii. 34). Erasmus erroneously interprets it : to become seeing again 
(x. 51), which is only conveyed in kai amoxareor. «.7.2.— According to the 
reading 6rz dc dévdpa épo repirarovyrac (sce the critical remarks) : I see the men, 
Sor like trees L perceive persons walking about, I observe people walking who 
look like trees (so unshapeiy and large). This was the first stage of seeing, 
when the objects appeared in vague outline and enlarged. More harsh is 
Ewald’s construction, which takes ér as the recitative, that indicates a new 
commencement of the discourse. —We cannot decide why Jesus did not 
heal the blind man perfectly at once, but gradually. But itis certain that 
the agency does not lose, by reason of its being gradual, the character of an 
instantaneous operation. Comp. Holtzmann, p. 507 ; Euthymius Zigabe- 
DUS : aTeAde Os Tov TUdAdY TovTOY EVEpdrEvTEY OC aTEAGE TLOTEbovTA’ did Kal ETNPO- 
ThoEv avTov, ei Te PAETEL, iva puKpdv avaBAeWac ard THE piKpac OWEwe TLoTELON TEAEO- 
TEepov, Kal tadh TeAeOTEpov’ Godo¢ yap éoTw lLatpédc, ‘‘ Incompletely He healed this 
blind man as one believing imperfectly ; wherefore also He asked him if he 
saw anything, that looking up a little from the little sight he might believe 
more fully and be cured fully ; for He is wise as a physician.” Comp. 
Victor Antiochenus and Theophylact. So usually. According to Olshausen, a 
process too much accelerated wouid have been hurtful to the blind man. 
This is an arbitrary limitation of the miraculous power of Jesus (see, 
on the other hand, Strauss, Il. p. 66). According to Lange, Jesus 
desired in this quiet district, and at this momentous time, ‘to subdue 
the powerful effect of His miracles.” As though the miracle would 
not even as it occurred have been powerful enough. According to 
Strauss, the gradual character is merely part of Mark's effort after vivid- 
ness of representation.’ A notion unwarranted in itself, and contrary to 
the analogy of Mark’s other narratives of miracles. —Ver. 25. kai dvéBAedev 
(see the critica: remarks) : and he looked steadfastly’ and was restored. This 
steadfast look, which he now gave, so that people saw that he fixed his eyes 
on definite objects, was the result of the healing influence upon his eyes, 


1Jn fact, Baur, Markusev. p. 58, thinks not-seeing to seeing primarily in the case 
that thereby the writer was only making a of one corporeally blind. Thus the proced- 
display of his physiological knowledge on ure related by Mark would be tnvented by 
the theory of vision. And Hilgenfeld says, Mark ! 
that Mark desired to set forth the gradual 2 Plato, Piaed. p. 8 D; comp. on Matt. 
transition of the disciples from spiritual Vii. 5. 
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which he experienced by means of this second laying on of hands, and which 
the restoration immediately followed. — xa? évéB%erev (see the critical remarks) 
tyaavyoc aravra] Notice the imperfect, which defines the visual activity from 
this time continuing; and how keen this was! He saw everything from 
afar, so that he needed not to come close in order to behold it clearly. 
éuprérew, intueri, see Xen, Mem. iii 11. 10, al. In the classical writers 
used with ru/,! but also with twvd (Authol. xi. 3). rt7Aavyoc (far-shining) 
with éu6Aérew denotes that the objects at a distance shone clearly into his 
eyes.? — Ver. 26. cic oixov avtov] He did not dwell in Bethsaida, but was from 
elsewhere, and was brought to Jesus at Bethsaida. See the sequel. — ydé 
cic T. KOunv .T.4.] This wydé is not wrong, as de Wette and Fritzsche judge, 
under the impression that it ought to be y# only ; but it means : not even : 
so now Winer also, p. 4384 [E. T. 489]. The blind man had come with 
Jesus from the village; the healing had taken place outside in front of the 
village ; now He sends him away to his house ; He desires that he shall not 
remain in this region, and says : not even into the village (although it is so 
near, and thou hast just been in it) enter thou. The second pydé is : nor yet. 
— The second clause [see critical note, and Note LIL, p. 105), pydé cizae 
x.T.A., is no doubt rendered quite superfluous by the first ; but Fritzsche 
pertinently remarks: ‘‘ Jesu graviter interdicentis cupiditatem et ardorem 
adumbrari. . . Non enim, qui commoto animo loquuntur, verba appendere 
solent,” ‘‘that the desire and ardor of Jesus in forbidding is impressively 
set forth. . . For it is not those who speak with agitated mind that are 
wont to weigh their words.” Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, Lange, and vari- 
ous others take rai év r. koun to mean : to one of the inhabitants of the village 
(who may meet thee outside). A makeshift occasioned by their own addi- 
tion. And why should not Mark have simply written tive éx tice kOpyyc? As 
to the prohibition in general, comp. on y. 48. 

Vv. 27-88. See on Matt. xvi. 18-27. Comp. Luke ix. 18-26. — é&qAder] 
from Bethsaida (Julias), ver. 22. —eic¢ r. kouac Kavoap.} into the villages be- 
longing to the region of Caesarea.--Ver. 28. With the reading é7u ei¢ Trav 
mpoontav (see the critical remarks), ei is to be supplied. Matthew was the 
more careful to insert the name of Jeremiah from the collection of Logia, be- 
cause he wrote for Jews. — Ver. 29. Mark and Luke omit what Matthew re- 
lates in vv. 17-19. Generally, Matthew is here fuller and more original in 
drawing from the collection of Logia. According to Victor Anticchenus 
and Theophylact,* Mark has omitted it on purpose : ta pi d6Eq yapiCsuevoc 
TO Hérpw «.7.4., “That He might not seem to be favoring Peter,” ete. Ac- 
cording to B. Bauer, the narrative of Matthew has only originated from the 
consciousness of the hierarchy. Both these views are arbitrary, and the latter 
rests on quite a groundless presupposition. As the remarkable saying of 
Jesus to Peter, even if it had been omitted in the collection of Logia (Holtz- 
mann), cannot have been unknown to Mark and cannot have its place sup- 
plied by iii, 16, it must be assumed that he purposely abstained from includ- 


1 Cyrop. i. 3.2; Plat. Pol. x. p. 609 D. opav, Suidas : thndavyés, méppwbev paivor. 
2Comp. Diod. Sic. i. 50: tydavyéatepov 3 Comp. Wetstein, Michaelis, and others. 
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ing it in this narrative, and that probably from some sort of consideration, 
which appeared to him necessary, for Gentile-Christian readers.! [See Note 
LIL, p. 105.] Thus he appears to have foregone its insertion from higher 


motives. To Luke, with his Paulinism, this passing over of the matter was 
welcome. The omission furnishes no argument against the Petrine deriva- 


tion of our Gospel (in opposition to Baur, Markusevang. p. 133 f.), but it is 
doubtless irreconcilable with its subserving a special Petrine interest, such as 
is strongly urged by Hilgenfeld and KGstlin.? And to invoke the conception 
of a mediating Petrinism (sce especially, Késtlin, p. 366 f.), is to enter on a 
field too vague and belonging to later times. Observe, moreover, that we 
have here as yet the simplest form of Peter’s confession. The confession 
itself has not now for the first time come to maturity, butit isa confirmation 
of the faith that has remained unchangeable from the beginning. Comp. on 
Matt. xv. 17. — Ver. 31.9 rév xpecB. Kk. Tév apy. K. TOV ypaup.| Although these 
three form one corporation (the Sanhedrim), still each class is specially 
brought before us by repetition of the article, which is done with rhetorical 
solemnity. — peta tpeic nuép. | after the lapse of three days. Comp. Matt. xxvii. 
63. More definitely, but ev eventu, Matt. and Luke have: r9 rpirn juépa, 
with which werd tp. 7u., according to the popular way of expression, isnot at 
variance.* — Ver. 82. kai wappyoia «.7.A.] a significant feature introduced by 
Mark, with a view of suggesting a still more definite motive for Peter’s sub- 
sequent conduct : and openly (without reserve, frankly and freely) He spoke 
the word (ver. 31). xappyoia stands opposed to speaking in mere hints, 
obscurely, figuratively (John xi. 14, xvi. 25, 29). —éruriu.] to make reproaches’ 
namely, o¢ ei¢ Oavarov pixtovr éavrov &dov undéev rabeiv, ‘as flinging himself into 
death, it being possible to suffer nothing,” Theophylact. But ‘‘ Petrus dum 
increpat, increpationem meretur,” ‘‘ while Peter rebukes, he merits rebuke,” 
Bengel. Comp. ézeriunos, ver. 33. — Ver. 33. kai Wav rove pabyrac airov] when 
He had turned Himself towards him and beheld His disciples. The latter 
clause gives more definitely the reason for the stern outburst of the censure 
of Jesus ; He could not buwé set an example to the disciples, whom He beheld 
as witnesses of the scene. Moreover, in ériorpadeic there is a different 
conception from that of ocrpadeic, Matt. xvi. 23. — Ver. 34. Jesus now 
makes a pause ; for what He has to say now is to be said to all who follow 
Him. Hence He calls to Him the multitude that accompanies Him, etc. 
Mark alone has clearly this trait, by which the dyAo¢ is expressly brought 
upon the scene also (Luke at ix, 23 relates after him, but with less clearness). 


p. 58 f. 

3 The view that Jesus Himself now for 
the first time clearly foresaw His death 
(Weizsicker, p. 475; Keim, geschichtl. Chr. 
p. 45), conflicts, even apart from the narra- 
tive of John, with ii. 20. Comp. on Matt. 
xvi. 21. Moreover, we cannot getrid of the 
mention of the Parousia, Matt. x. 23, and 


1 Beza, however, justly asks : ‘‘ Quis cred- 
iderit, vel ipsum Petrum vel Marcum prae- 
teriturum fuisse illud Zw es Petrus, si eccle- 
siae Christianae fundamentum in his verbis 
situm esse existimassent?’? ‘“* Who could 
believe, that either Peter himself or Mark 
would have omitted this, ‘Thou art Peter,’ 
if they had supposed the foundation of the 


Christian church was laid down in these 
words ?” 
2Comp. Baur in the ¢heol. Jahrb. 1853, 


the interpretation of the sign of Jonah, 
Matt. xii. 39 f. (comp. on Luke xi. 30). 
4 See Krebs, Os. p. 97 f. 
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Comp. vii. 14. This is to be explained by the originality of the Gospel, not 
by the xpdc rdvrac of Luke ix. 23 (which de Wette thinks Mark misunder- 
stood).1—beric] quicunque, not at variance with the sense (Fritzsche), but as 
appropriate as ei tc. [See critical note. ]— dxodov6.] both times in the same 
sense of discipleship. See, moreover, on Matt. x. 38. — Ver. 35. See on 
Matt. x. 39. r. éavrov y.] expression of self-sacrifice ; His own soul He spares 
not. [But see additional critical notes. ]— Ver. 87. ri yap (see the critical 
remarks) gives the reason for the negative sense of the previous question.— 
Ver. 38. yap] proves from the law of the retribution, which Jesus will fully 
carry out, that no ransom can be given, etc. Whosoever shall have been 
ashamed to receive me and my doctrines—of Him the Messiah shall also be ashamed 
(shall not receive him for His kingdom, as being unworthy) at the Parousia ! 
As to éraicyvv§., comp. on Rom. i. 16. —rH woryaricu] see on Matt. xii. 39. 
This bringing into prominence of the contrast with the Lord and His words, 
by means of év rH yeved . . . duaptwA@ is only given here in the vivid de- 
lineation of Mark ; and there is conveyed in it a deterrent power, namely, 
from making common cause with this yeved by the denial of Christ. The 
comparison of Matt. xii. 389, xvi. 4, is not, on account of the very dissimilar- 
ity of the expressions, to be used either for or against the originality of 
Mark, against which, according to Weiss, also cde, ver. 85 (Matt. : ebpyoer, 
which Luke also has), is supposed to tell. Nevertheless, «. tov ebayyedion, 
ver. 35, is an addition of later tradition. — 6 vidc r. avfpér.| Bengel aptly 
says: ‘‘Nune non ego, sed jilius hominis quae appellatio singularem cum 
adventu gilorioso visibili nexum habet,” *‘ Now not ‘JZ,’ but ‘the Son of 
man,’ which appellation has a remarkable connection with the glorious 
visible advent.” Comp. xiv. 62. — And as to this mighty decision, how soon 
shall it emerge ! ix. 1. What warning and encouragement in this promise! 


Notres py American Eprror. 


XLIX. Ver. 16. mpod¢ aaandove bre dproue 6bK éyoucw. 


The reading and interpretation are alike open to discussion. It seems, how- 
ever, safe to reject Aéyovrec, although it is retained in the R. V. text. 
The third person is accepted by Weiss ed. Meyer, as well as by Treg. text, 
W. and Hort, R. V. marg. (against Tisch. ‘youev). Meyer accepts the reading 
given above, but regards 67: as objective. Taking it as causal we may explain : 
‘because they had no bread ” (the present being used as if in direct discourse). 
With the first person 67: would be recitantis ; or if Aéyovres be retained, the 
elliptical form of the R. V. marg. is allowable: ‘‘Saying, It is because we have 
no bread.” (It may be added that the English edition of Meyer presents his 
view incorrectly ; ‘‘had’’ is substituted for “would haye’’ in this edition.) 


L. Vv. 18, 19. 


Tisch., W. and Hort connect vv. 18 and 19, so that the latter gives the object 
of the verb “‘remember.’’ “And do ye not remember, when I brake, etc. 


1 Comp. Hilgenfeld, IMarkusevang. p. 61. 
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how many loaves.” The omission of kai (&C D A), before wécovg favors this 
view. In ver. 20 X A have xai, A D, etc. Rec. dé, while B L have é7e only. The 
last is probably correct (against 'Tisch.). 


LI. Vv. 22-26. Bethsaida. 


There can be little question that Bethsaida Julias is here referred to. Indeed, 
in all cases where the Synoptists mention the name, this place may be meant. 
In John (xii. 21), however, «‘Bethsaida of Galilee’’ is spoken of ; yet that 
Evangelist, writing later, might use ‘ Galilee’ for the whole region. Bethsaida 
Julias is held by some to have been partly in Galilee. See Bible Dictionaries 
and recent works on Palestine. 


LIT. Ver. 26. pqdé eine tit ev TH KON. 


This clause is omitted by the most judicious critics, also by Weiss ed. Mey. 
Tisch. improperly reads uy (instead of p70dé), at the beginning of the previous 
clause. It is found only in &*, and corrected to pydé by S*. The R. V. rightly : 
renders it ‘‘ not even.” 

LI. Ver. 29. 


Weiss ed. Mey. regards the parallel accounts as mainly dependent on that 
of Mark, but Matt. xvi. 17-19 as derived from ‘‘ the older source.’’—He does 
not agree with Meyer that it was omitted by Mark from some sort of consider- 
ation for Gentile-Christian readers. 
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CHAPTER IX. 


Ver. 1. The arrangement: dde tov éornx., in Tisch., following B D* and one 
codex of the It., is correct ; Tov dde éoryx. is from the parallels. — Ver. 3. éyé- 
vero] Lachm. and Tisch. [not VIII.] have éyévovro, following ‘a considerable 
amount of evidence. The singular is a correction in recollection of Matt. xvii. 
2. [W. and Hort, R. V., retain the singular. ] — o¢ year] is wanting in BO LA 
1, Sahid. Arm. Aeth. Cant. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. [So 
recent editors, R. V.] But had it been interpolated, it would not have been o¢ 
qyeov (comp. Matt. xxviii. 3), but d¢ 70 pac, that would have been supplied from 
Matt. xvii. 2, as Or. min. actually have. — Before Aevedva, B C L A 8, min. 

. vss. Or. have oftwc, which Tisch. has adopted. Rightly ; as it was found to be 
superfluous and cumbrous, it was omitted. — Ver. 6. Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz, 
Lachm, have Aadjoy. But a preponderance of evidence favors Aadjoe, which, 
with Matth., is the more to be preferred, as the future seemed objectionable to 
copyists lacking nice discernment ; hence also in §&, Or. the reading dmexpifn 
(according to ver. 5), whence again proceeded, as an emendation, aroxp.47 
(Tisch., following B C* L A, min. Copt.). [Recent editors, R. V., accept this 
better sustained reading. ] — 7oav ydp éxdoGor] is, with Lachm. and Tisch., fol- 
lowing BC DLA & 33, Copt. Sahid. It. Chrys., to be changed into éx@. y. éyé- 
povro. — Ver. 7, oe] BCL A ®, Syzx. in the margin, Copt. Arm. have éyévero. 
Recommended by Griesb. [Accepted by Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] It 
is from Luke ix. 35. — After veoéAnc Elz. Lachm. have Aéyovea, in opposition to 
very considerable witnesses (yet not to AD LA;; the latter has 2éyov). From 
Matt. xvii. 5. —airov axovere] Lachm. Tisch. have dx. ait. The Recepta is from 
the parallels. — Ver. 8. dA7a] B D 8, min. vss. have e jj, which Lachm. has 
adopted. [So W. and Hort, Weiss (on the ground of Mark’s use of the latter 
phrase), R. V.] From Matt. xvii. 8.— [Ver. 9. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., 
with & BC D L, 33, Vulg. Copt., have xa? xaraZ., and W. and Hort text, 
Weiss, with B D, 33, substitute é« for dzé.]— Ver. 10. 70 &k vexpdv dvaorivar| 
D, min. Syr. Perss. Vulg. Jer. have érav éx v. dvactry. So Fritzsche (retaining 
76); already recommended by Griesb., following Mill and Bengel. A gloss, for 
the sake of more accurate definition. — Ver. 11. Before oi ypauu. Tisch. has oi 
dapic. kai, only following L &, Vulg. codd. It. It would, with stronger attes- 
tation, require to be adopted on account of Matt. xvii. 10. {Recent editors, 
R. V., retain the briefer reading.]— Ver. 12. aoxp. elnev] BC L A 8, Syr. 
Perss. p. Copt. have é7. Commended by Griesb., adopted by Tisch. — Rightly ; 
the more prevalent expression crept in from Matth.; én is only further found 
in the Text. rec. of Mark at xiv. 29. — amoxa%iord] on decisive evidence read, 
with Lachm. Tisch., droxa§iocrdver. [Recent editors, with B D (and indirectly 
other mss.), give the form : éfoudevnfj. Rec. (A C) has é£ovderw67 ; Tisch. (with &) 
éSovbevroO7, while Lachmann (with L) has éfovu@evn$y. Ver. 14. Tisch., recent 
editors, R. V., with & BL A, have é@dévtec and eldov: and zpi¢ abrotc, at 
close of verse, with 8* BC L A, Vulg.]— Ver, 15. iddv abr. e&e0au374n] BC 
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DILAS, min. vss. have iSévre¢ air. tEePauBjOnoav. Rightly approved by 
Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Not the plural, but the singular 
had its origin in correction. — Ver. 16. Instead of éryp. airode Elz. Scholz haye 
éxnp. Tod¢ ypaupateic, Which Lachm. has in the margin. But BD L A 8, min. 
Copt. Arm. Aeth. Vulg. It. have avrove ; rode ypaupareic is plainly an interpreta- 
tion in accordance with ver. 14, — Ver. 17. Following B C D L A 8, 33, Copt. 
Cant. Ver. Vere. read, with Lachm. and Tisch., kai dzexpiin aito eic éx. r. BVA. 
— Ver. 18. [Recent editors (against Tisch.) retain airdv, after proce:, with AB 
CLA.] After ddévrag Elz. Scholz have airod ; it is wanting in B C* D LA &, 
min, Vulg. It. By Lachm. it is only bracketed, by Tisch. deleted. A familiar 
addition. — Ver. 19. Instead of avroic Elz. bas airo, which Rinck, Lucubr. crit. 
p. 300, defends.. But avroic has preponderant attestation, and was changed, as 
the father has just spoken, into the singular. — Ver. 20. toxdpatev] BC LAR, 
33 have cuveordpasev. So Lachm. Tisch. [W. and Hort, R. V.]. It is from Luke 
ix. 42. The reading érapagev in D also tells in favor of the Mecepla. — Ver. 21. 
é« mutdi69ev (Lachm. Tisch.) is found in BC GIL A 8, min., and is, moreover, 
supported by D, Chrys., which have é« radéc. The pleonastic é« was passed 
over.—Ver. 22. rip] Griesb, Fritzsche, Scholz have 70 zip, following A EF G 
KMVTI,min. From Matth. — djvaca] Lachm. and Tisch. have divy here and 
at ver. 23, following B DILA&, min. To be adopted; the usual form was 
substituted. — Ver. 23. moredcac| is, with Tisch. (comp. Ewald), following B C* 
L A &, min. Copt. Arm, Aeth. Arr., to be deleted. An addition to the simple 
el ddvy, which was not understood. — Ver. 24. werd daxp.] is wanting in A* B 
C* LA &, 28, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Rightly deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent 
editors ; R. V. puts it in margin only]. It is a gloss on x«pdéac. — After m10- 
revw Elz. Fritzsche have xipie, in opposition to preponderant evidence. — Ver. 
26. kpdéav . . . onapdéav] Griesb. Lachm, Tisch. have xpdéac . . . exapagac, 
following B C* D L 8, min. (A has xpdgac . . . onapaéav) ; the neuter is a cor- 
rection, — dvrév] is, in accordance with nearly the same witnesses and vss., to 
be deleted, with Griesb. and Tisch. (Lachm. has bracketed it). — roAsodc] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have rove roAovc, following A BLA 8, 33. The article, in 
itself superfluous, was more easily omitted than added. — Ver. 27. aitdv rij¢ 
verpsc] Lachm. Tisch. have ri¢ yep. avrov, following B D L A &, min. Copt. 
Arm, Vulg. It. Vict. A gloss (comp. i. 31, v. 41, viii. 23 ; Matt. ix. 25 ; Luke 
viii. 54). [Recent editors, R. V., agree with Tisch., the evidence being very 
strong.]— Ver. 28, The genitives etaeA0dévto¢ avrov (Lachm. Tisch.) are found 
in BC DLA ®&, min. ; they are, however, to be regarded as an emendation (it 
is otherwise at ver. 2) on account of the double av7év. [The evidence is again 
strongly against Meyer’s theory. Recent editors, R. V., accept the genitive. ] — 
Ver, 29. The omission of x. vyoreig (Tisch.) is sufficiently attested by B 8* and 
one codex of the It., since the addition from Matthew so very easily suggested 
itself. — Ver. 30. raperopevovto] Lachm. has éropsvtovro, following only B* D. 
Vere, Brix. Colb. The compound, not being understood, was set aside. — 
[Tisch., recent editors, with 8 B CD L, have the form yvot ; comp. Note XXV., 
p. 60.]— Ver. 31. 79 tpity nuépg] B C* D LAX, vss. have pera rpeic HILEPAS 5 
approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. From viii. 31. If r. rpirg 
ju. had been introduced from the parallel (in this case, Luke), this would 
rather have been done at viii. 31 (from Matt. and Luke), where it has but very 
weak attestation. [The accusative with yerd is the form most clearly attested 
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throughout this Gospel ; and accepted by recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 33. 7A9ev] 
Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] have 7AGov, following B D 8, min. 
Syr. Pers. W,. Vulg. It. (exc. Brix.). Not sufficiently attested for adoption, 
since at any rate the plural, after ver. 30, occurred more readily to the tran- 
seribers. — Before dveAoy. Elz. Fritzsche, Scholz have xpo¢ éavrove, which Griesb. 
condemned, Lachm. and Tisch. have deleted. It is wantingin BC DLA, 
yss., also in Vulg. It. (exc. Brix.), while several cursives place it after dtedoy., 
and it is to be regarded as added for more precise definition. — Ver. 34. év rq 
66@] is wanting in A D A, Goth. Cant. Ver. Vere. Brix. Vind. Bracketed by 
Tachm., deleted by Fritzsche. But, if it had been added from ver. 33, it would 
appear before dueréy9. Understood of itself, it was easily overlooked. [Ver. 
37. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B L., read déyn7e, instead of the 
second déénra of the Rec.|]— Ver. 38. amexpi0n dé] B L A 8, Syr. Copt. Tisch. 
have merely é¢7. Rightly ; comp. on ver. 12.—The Recepia, Lachm. Tisch. 
read : év t@ dvéu. cov. Griesb. Scholz have deleted év. The witnesses on both 
sides are strong. The simple dative was more precisely defined partly, in ac- 
cordance with the usual conception “in the name,” by éy, partly, in accord- 
ance with vv. 37, 39, by éi (so Fritzsche, although following only U, min.). 
[Recent editors, R. V., retain év, attested by 8 B C DL A, Vulg.| — After 
Sauévia Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have : 6¢ ob« axodovOet yuiv. But 
this is wanting in BC L A &, min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Aeth. Copt. Brix., while D 
X, min. vss., including Vulg. It. (exc. Brix.), omit the following 6r: ob axoa. 
ftv (so Schulz, Fritzsche, Rinck). Accordingly Griesb. regards both as an ad- 
dition from Luke. But both are to be retained. ‘The former dropped out, 
because Luke has it not ; witnesses, which had the former reading, left out the 
latter as superfluous and cumbrous, If it had been a gloss from Luke, pel’ Audv 
would have been written instead of juiv; but this only occurs in L, [Treg. 
brackets, W. and Hort, R. V., omit the first clause, Tisch. Weiss retain both. | 
éxwddcauev] B D LA 8, min. have éxwAdvouev, So Rinck and Tisch. The 
aorist is from Luke. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B A, read jKvAot- 
@es, instead of the present, in the last clause.] — Ver. 40. Elz. Fritzsche, Tisch. 
have both times 7u0v. But AD EF GHK MS VT, min. and most of the 
vss., including Vulg. and It., read tuov ; 7uov is an emendation, as it is also in 
Luke ix. 50. [BC A 8, Copt., etc. have 7uov twice ; accepted by recent editors, 
R. V.J—Ver. 41. Elz. has: év ro dvdu. pov. But to and mov are wanting in 
very considerable witnesses, which condemn, although not unanimously, both 
readings as additions. — Before ov ju, 671 is to be adopted, following B C* D L 
A &, min., with Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. —Lachm. and Tisch. [not VIII. ] 
read doséce, following only B D E, min. -—Ver. 42. After picpov Fritzsche, 
Lachm. [Tisch. VIII., recent editors, R. V.] have rodrwv, in accordance, doubt- 
less, with A B C** DLN A 8, min. vss., including Vulg. It. ; but from Matt. 
Xvili. 6, whence also has come the reading pddoc¢ dvikde (Lachm. Tisch. {and 
Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.] following BC DL A 8, min. vss., including Vulg. 
and It.). [Weiss apparently prefers the latter.] — Ver. 43. xaddv oof éorc] Lachm, 
and Tisch. rightly read : xadév éoriv oz, following B CL A &, min. Vere. The 
Recepla is from Matt. xviii. 8 ; but to derive thence the order eiceAQeiy BO TG 
(Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.) is forbidden by its decisive attestation. — Ver. 45. 
got] ce is still more strongly attested here than at ver. 43, and is likewise to be 
adopted (with Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch.) — sig 1d rip 7d dofeorov] is wanting 
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inBCLA 8, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted 
by Tisch. Even in ver. 43 the words are wanting in some, although far weaker 
witnesses. They are to be retained in ver, 43 (had there been an interpolation, 
we should have expected éi¢ 7d rip rd aidviov, in accordance with Matt. xviii. 
8), but in ver. 45 they are to be struck out as a mechanical repetition from ver, 
43. —The words brov 6 oKdAné aitov ob tedevté kal Td Tip ob OBévruTat are only 
found in all witnesses at ver. 48, whereas in vy. 44 and 46 they are wanting in 
BCAR®, min. Copt. Arm. They are, with Tisch., to be deleted in vy. 44 and 
46. [Rejected by all recent critical editors.] They were written on the margin 
from ver. 48,— Ver. 47. rov mupoc| falls, according to B DL A &, min. Arr. 
Copt. Arm. Slay. Cant. Vere. Colb. Corb., with Lachm. and Tisch., to be struck 
out. From Matt. xviii. 9. — [On the genuineness of the second clause of ver. 
49, see Note LX., p. 125.]— Ver. 50. Instead of the third éAac there is to be 
adopted da, with Lachm. and Tisch., following A* B DL A 8, 1, 28, 209. 
dAac is a mechanical repetition. 


Ver. 1. See on Matt. xvi. 28. Comp. Luke ix. 27. — elo? rivéc Sde x.7.4.] 
see the critical remarks : there are some here among the bystanders. — ii qiv9. | 
having come ; otherwise conceived of in Matthew : épyouevov. — &v duvdyer] 
in power ; comp. Rom. i. 8. When, moreover, in this place the coming of 
the kingdom is spoken of, it is the same nearness of the Parousia that is 
meant (comp. on Matt. vi. 10), as at Matt. xvi. 28 ;* not the constituting 
of the church (Bleek), nor the emergence of the zdea cf the kingdom of God 
into historical realization (Weisse, Hoangelienfr. p. 232), the triumph of the 
gospel (Schenkel), and the like. See viii. 88. Withinterpretations of this 
nature the specification of time ¢ici rivéc x.r.A.—pointing as it does to the 
term of the existing generation—is not at all in keeping. 

Vv. 27-13. See on Matt. xvii. 1-12, where on the whole the narrative is 
presented in its most original form ; Matthew has followed a tradition 
mostly more accurate* than Mark, and altogether more so than Luke ix. 
28-86 f. [See Note LIV., p. 124.]— rov "Idx. «. Iwdvy.] The one article em- 
braces the pair of brothers. — Ver. 3. éyévovto| plural (see the critical re- 
marks), indicates the different articles of clothing, which became white (a 
vivid delineation), see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. I. 2. 33. [See additional 
critical note. |] — ola yvadede x.7.A.] t.e., of such nature (they became) as that 
a fuller on earth is notable to furnish such a whiteness (oitw¢ Aevedvas, see the 
critical remarks). é7? r#c y#c is added with reference to the heavenly nature 
of that lustre. Bengel well says, moreover : “‘ yiév natura, Aeveava arte,” 
‘< snow by nature, whiten by art.” [But o¢ yov is not sufficiently attested. ] 
— Ver. 6.4 ri Aadfae:] what he shall say (future, see the critical remarks), not 


1In opposition to Schwegler, I. p. 467; 4 In this remark (by way of excuse) about 
Baur, Zvang. p. 561; Késtlin, p. 388. Peter, Hilgenfeld finds Petrinism; and 


2 A definite specification of time, similar Baur, a dependence of the writer on Luke 
to pe” ijuépas CE in this case, is only found ix. 3838. As to the latter, the converse is 


again in Mark at xiv. 1, and there, too, of a the case. The former springs from the en- 
very important turning-point of the his- deavor to discover tendency everywhere, 
tory. even when, as here, it is the most innocent 

3In opposition to Schenkel and Weiz- explanatory remark, in which indeed Baur 


sacker only sees (Markuscv. p. 68) the character of 
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inappropriate (Fritzsche) ; but #dev has reference to the point of time, when 
Peter was just desiring to begin the utterance of what is said at ver. 5 ; and 
tt Aadfoes Expresses the unknown more strongly and more vividly than the 
deliberative ri AadA#on (what he should say). — éxoBor yap éyévovro (see the 
critical remarks): jor they became full of terror,’ namely, by reason of the 
appearances, vv. 8, 4.— Ver. 7. kai éyévero] and there became (there arose, 
came into manifestation) a cloud. Comp. Luke ix. 84. — Ver. 8. And ofa 
sudden, having looked around, they saw, etc. é4xwa occurs only here in the 
N. T., frequently in the LXX., but elsewhere is rare and late. — ovdéva] ap- 
plies to the persons who had appeared ; hence 42a is: but, on the contrary, 
not equivalent to ei uf (Beza, and many others), which Matthew has. — The 
fear of the disciples is presented by Matt. xvii. 6 with more of psychologi- 
cal accuracy as only subsequent to the voice (this is the climax of the event), 
but in such a manner that they fall down, and Jesus Himself delivers them 
from it. The saying about building tabernacles does not bear the impress 
of confusion, as Mark presents it, but that of a still fresh ingenuous joy at 
the ravishing spectacle ; nor yet does it bear the impress of drowsiness, as 
Luke designates it, whose expression, according to Baur’s opinion (see 
Markusevang. p. 69), Mark has only wished to modify ; comp. Baur’s very 
unfavorable judgment on the narrative of Mark in general in the theol. Jahro. 
1858, p. 82 f. In Luke the latter tradition betrays itself ; sec on Luke ix. 
28 ff., and Holtzmann, p. 224 f. But all three narratives in this particular, 
as also in their other features, stand opposed to the boldness of Schenkel, 
who (following Weisse) reduces the whole matter to this, that Jesus had by 
His instructive teaching made the two representatives of the old covenant ap- 
pear to the three confidential disciples on the mountain in a right light, in 
the light of His own Messianic destination ; while, on the other hand, 
Weizsiicker abides by a vision as the culmination of a deeper process of faith. 
And assuredly a visionary element was combined with the marvellous event. 
See on Matt. xvii. 12, Remark. — Ver. 10. rov Adyov] what Jesus had just 
said to them, ver. 9, not the occurrence of the glorification (Beza) ; see the 
following question. — éxpatyoav] kept the saying fast ; did not let it go out of 
their consideration, ‘‘ non neglectim habuerunt,” ‘ did not hold it heedlessly” 
(Bengel).?, To explain it in harmony with the éo/yyoav in Luke ix. 36, we 
must neither attach to the xpareiv in itself the meaning : to keep concealed,* 
nor bring out that meaning by the addition to it of mpdc éavrote (Vulg. : 
continuerunt apud se);* but simply explain it with Fritzsche, comp. Bret- 


incompleteness in the writer’s combination 
of the other two Gospels. In opposition to 
such unfairness, however, Holtzmann, 
p. 88 f. 194, goes too far in his defence of 
Mark, inasmuch as he does not even ac- 
knowledge the excusing character of the 


Tacav yvao. ov Kpatnoer, Comp. Bar. iv. 1; 
Cant. iii. 4: éxpatnoa avtov kai ovK adjKa 
avTov, 

3 On behalf of which Theodotion, Dan. v. 
12, and the Scholiast <Aesch. Choéph. "8, 
have wrongly been appealed to. 


ov yap 75er «.7.A., Which even Bleek, Weiss, 
and Hilgenfeld have recognized. 

1 Heb. xii. 21; Deut. ix. 19; Plut. Fad. 6; 
Arist. Physiogn. 6. 

2 Comp. Test. XII. patr. p. 6838: é wux7F 
gov @H Kpatyions dSodov, Ecclus. xxi. 14: 


*Comp. Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Lach- 
mann, Ewald, and many others, including 
even Euthymius Zigabenus; see, on the 
other hand, ver. 16, 1. 27; Luke xxii. 23; 
Acts ix, 29; comp. Schulz. 


ONSUNID, 108, PI By iL 


schneider : they held fast to the prohibition of Jesus, that is, they were silent 
on the matter. But this entire explanation does not agree with mpdc éavrode 
outnrowvrec x.T.2., Wherein is contained the accompanying more precise defini- 
tion of the kpareiv tov Adyov. — zpdc éavrobe prefixed with emphasis : among 
themselves discussing, not questioning Jesus thereupon. To Him they have 
another question, ver. 11. Comp. on i. 27, —7i ore 70 é« vexp. dvaor.] relates 
not to the resurrection of the dead in general (which was familiar as a con- 
ception, and expected in fact as a Messianic work), but to the rising just 
mentioned by Jesus, namely, that the Messiah would rise from the dead, 
which, in fact, presupposed His dying, and on that account was so startling 
and enigmatical to the disciples. Comp. ver. 32 ; John xii. 34. And in 
reference to the historical character of the prediction of the resurrection, see 
on Matt. xvi. 21.— Ver. 11. Orv Aéyovow x.7.2.] wherefore say, etc. ; that, 
indeed, is not in keeping with thy prohibition ! It is, with Lachmann, to 
be written : 6, rv (‘' quod est dia ri, simillimum ili notissimo ei interrogativo,” 
‘*that is, dua 7, very much like the well-known ei interrogative,” Praefat. 
p. xlii.); and the indirect character of the question (Thucyd. i. 90. 4) 
lies in the thought that governs it: Z would fain know, or the like.’ 
Ewald likewise appropriately takes orc as the recitativwm, so that the ques- 
tion would be veiled in an affirmative clause (but at ver. 28: wherefore). 
Comp. Bleek. Still the bashful expression, which according to our view the 
question has, appears more in keeping with the circumstances. [See Note 
LY., p. 124.] — Ver. 12. ’"HAiac . . . ravra] a concession of the correctness of 
the doctrinal proposition (comp. on Matt. xvii. 11), the theoretical form of 
which (hence the present) is retained.” Bengel appropriately says : ‘‘ Prae- 
sens indefinitum uti,” ‘‘ the indefinite present,” as in Matt. ii. 4. — What 
follows is, with Heinsius and Lachmann, to be punctuated thus : kai 7é¢ 
yéypantac éxt tov vidv tov avSpdrov; iva ToAAa rad Kk. eZ0vd.: and how stands 
it written as to the Son of man? He is to suffer many things, and be set at 
nought. The truth of that proposition of Elijah as the theocratic restorer, 
who is destined to precede the Messiah, has side by side with it the Script- 
ural testimony of the suffering of the Messiah. kai is the simple and, link- 
ing what stands written of the Messiah to what was said of Elijah. Mark 
ought, after beginning the construction of the discourse with pév, to have 
followed it up by dé ; but he passes over in an anacoluthic fashion from the 
form of contrast with which he began into the subjunctive.? The answer fol- 
lows in iva «.7.A., and that conceived under the form of the design of the 
yéypanrat éxi t. vidv «.t.2. The entire nai ric... éovd. is usually regarded 
as a question, containing an objection against the prevailing way in which that 
doctrine regarding Elijah was understood : But how does it agree with this, 
that it is written of the Messiah that He isto suffer many things? The solution 


1 See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Huth. p. 271 A; richer Monatsschr. 1856, p. 64: amoxabtatadvat, 
Liicke on John viii. 25, p. 311 f. ; Buttmann, is quite as unnecessary as it is grammat- 
neut. Gr. p. 218 [E. T. 253]. Comp. ver. 28, ically clumsy. 
and Homer, Z/. x. 142: 6, te 59 xpeva Tocoy 3. See Nagelsbach on the Jad, Exe. i. 
ixec, Barnab. 7, and Dressel in loc. p. 173; Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 257; Klotz, 

2The conjecture of Hitzig in the Zu ad Devar. p. 659. 
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would then be given in ver. 13: ‘‘Verum enim vero mihi eredite, Elias 
venit, non est talis apparitio expectanda, qualem expectant Judaei, jam ve- 
nit Elias, Johannes baptista...et eum tractarunt, etc., neque ergo mihi 
meliora sunt speranda,” ‘‘ But truly believe me, Elijah is come, there is not 
such an appearance to be looked for as the Jews look for, Elijah is come al- 
ready, John the Baptist . . . . and they did, etc. ; therefore better things are 
not to be hoped for in my case,” Kuinoel.1 [See Note LVL. p. 124 seq. ] 
In opposition to this entire view, it may be decisively urged that it would 
need an adversative particle instead of «ai, and that, in ver. 13, instead of 
drt kat “H2.lac é2.4219e, the expression would have run : 67 kat éAqutev “Hiiac. 
Fritzsche, following the reading? kadc too weakly attested (instead of kai 
zac), says: ‘Quod Judaici doctores perhibent, venturum esse Eliam, non 
minus certum est, quam e VY. T. oraculis illud, fore ut ego Messias multa 
exantlem,” ‘‘ What the Jewish doctors set forth, that Elijah is to come, is 
not less certain than this from the O. T. oracles will be, that I the Messiah 
should suffer many things.” But Fritzsche himself does not fail to see the 
want of internal connection herein, and hence he conjectures as to vv. 12, 18: 
boa 78éAncav, Kadac yéypartat ext Tov vidv Tod Gv pdzov, tva wOAAG K.7.2. Ewald 
also, with whom Holtzmann agrees, comes ultimately to a conjecture that in 
Mark, ver. 18, there is wanting before xatoc¢ yéypaxrac the clause of Matt. 
XVI. 12: ofrwc Kal 6 vide Tod avOpdrov péd2ec Tdoxew bd artov. He supposes 
the discourse to have proceeded thus : What is said in Malachi iii. of Elijah 
—that, coming before the Messiah, he shall restore all things—retains, doubtless, 
its truth ; but aiso what the Holy Scripture says about a suffering of the Messiah 
(as in Isa. liti. 7 f.) must be fulfilled ; if, thus, both are to be true, the Elijah 
who is to precede the historical Messiah must in fact have comé already, and hace 
been mistaken and set at nought by men, just in the same way as, according to the 
Holy Scripture, this destiny awaits the Messiah Himself.” [In this view it is 
at the same time assumed that the clause, ver. 12, kai xc yéypaxrat x.7.2 is 
omitted in Matthew.] According to Mark, however, as his narrative lies 
before us,* the discourse of Jesus rather contains a syllogism with a suppress- 
ed conclusion,—in such a way, namely, that the major proposition is conveyed 
in ver. 12, and the minor in ver. 13 : ‘‘ the doctrine of the prior advent and 
the prior work of Eijah is correct, and of the Messiah it is written that He has 
to endure much suffering and setting at nought (ver. 12). But I say unto 
you, that Elijah also (before the Messiah) has come, and they have done to 
him everything that they have pleased, according to the Scripture (ver. 18).” 
The suppressed conclusion is : ‘‘ consequently there is now impending over 
the Messiah the Scriptural destiny of suffering, since the fate of the Elijah is al- 


1 Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophy- tween Scripture and fulfilment, as Weiz- 
lact, Grotius, Bengel, and many others, in- sicker judges, but te harmony of the two. 
eluding de Wette. In substance so also Weizsacker is also mistaken in his extend- 
Hofmann, Weissag. und Frfiill. 11. p. 80 f. ing the question-from amas to é&ovd. Ac- 

2 Which Linder also follows in the Stud. cordingly it is assumed to have the mean- 
u. Krit. 1862, p. 558, arbitrarily enough sup- ing, that the Messiah’s suffering, according 
pling a fiet. to the prevailing view, is nof treated of. 

3 Which does not exhibit a distinction be- 


CHAP? Tx, 14—29. slabs: 
ready fulfilled.” The suppression of this sad closing inference, to which Mat- 
thew, ver. 12, gives expression, is dictated by tender forbearance towards the 
disciples, whom, after so transporting a vision, the Lord will not now. intro- 
duce any further into the gloomy future. This is assuredly an original feat- 
ure, in which Mark has the advantage over the narrative of Matthew, who 
in this history has, on the whole, the more original account.! &Eovdevodh | 
The form éfovdev79q (Lachmann), as being that which is less prevalent in 
the LXX., is to be preferred.? [See critical note.] The signification may 
be either : to be esteemed as nothing (contemnatur, Vulgate, and most exposi- 
tors), as Ps. xv. 4, lili. 6 ; 1 Mace. iii. 14; Ecclus. xxxiv. 22 ; or : to be an- 
nihilated, as Ps. xliv. 6 (5), Ix. 14, exix. 117 ; Judith xiii. 17 ; Ecclus. xlvii. 
7. ‘The latter is here most in harmony with the context after 072d zadq. — 
Ver. 18. aAAd] is the continuative jam vero, atqui, which introduces a new 
thought in contrast with the previous one. If the continuation of the dis- 
course were formed purely syllogistically (consequently without 2éyo tnin, 
bre), the classical language would have chosen 4224 uf (Becker, Aneed. II. 
p. 889). —Kai’Haiac] Hlijah also, not merely the Messiah. That the latter 
had come, was to the disciples undoubted ; but as to the advent of the Elijah 
they had scruples. The second «ai therefore is and. De Wette wrongly 
considers the two uses of xa/ as corresponding, et... ef ; in that case xa? 
éAqd.. Hriac must have been read. — xaba¢ yéypanta: ex’ aitdév] has reference 
to the immediately preceding kai érorgoav k.7.2., not to "HAiac é274., as Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus, Robert Stephens, Heinsius, Clericus, Homberg, Wolf, Ben- 
gel, and many others ambiguously connect it. But in these words Jesus 
does not mean what is written of the unworthy treatment of the prophets in 
general (Kuinoel), against which may be urged the definite é7’ airév, but 
what the Scripture relates of the fate of Hlijah (1 Kings xix.) as type of the 
fate of John.* The reference to a lost writing (a conjecture of Bleek) is very 
unnecessary. 

Vy. 14-29. See on Matt. xvii. 14-21. Comp. Luke ix. 37-43. 
rative of Mark is more original, characteristic, fresher, and, for the most 
part, more detailed than the other two. — cvtyr.] according to vv. 16-18, 
on occasion of the circumstance that the disciples had not been able to per- 
form the cure, and so concerning their power of miracles which was now so 
doubtful. — é&6ay3. | they were very much amazed.4 But at what ? Euthymius 
Zigabenus leaves the open choice between two explanations : cither at the 
approach of Jesus so exactly opportune, or at the brightness of His coun- 
tenance (ka? yap eixdc édéAKecbai tia yapw éx THE weTapopdooewc, ‘for it is also 
likely that a certain grace was retained from the transfiguration,” comp. 


The nar- 


1 Holtzmann thinks that in the question 
and answer Mark lays the stress upon the 
resurrection of the dead, while Matthew em- 
phasizes the appearance of Elijah. But in 
Mark too the disciples ask no question what- 
ever about the rising from the dead, but 
only have their difficulties about it wnong 
themselves. 

2On the later Greek character of the 


8 


word in general (only used here in the N. T. 
—not in 2 Cor. x. 10), see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 182. 

3 Comp. Grotius, Wetstein, Fritzsche. See 
also Hengstenberg, Christol. ITI. 2, p. 89. 

4 Orph. Arg. 1217; Ecclus, xxx. 9; Polyb. 
xx. 10.9: &k@auBor yeyovdtes ; in the N. T. 
used by Mark only. 
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Bengel, de Wette, Bisping). But the latter must have been expressed ; 
moreover, this cause of astonishment would rather have been followed by 
a remaining ata distance than a rpoorpéyev and dondlew. Hence (comp. 
also Bleek) the first explanation of Euthymius Zigabenus * is, in accordance 
with the connection, to be preferred. It was the amazement of joyously star- 
tled surprise, that, whilst the disciples, who had not been able to help, were 
in so critical a situation, as was also the father with his unfortunate son, 
just at that moment the mighty miracle-worker Himself came to their aid. 
According to Fritzsche, there is denoted generally : ‘quanta fuerit Jesu 

. et admiratio in plebe et veneratio,” ‘how great was... both the 
wonder and the veneration of Jesus among the people.” Much too general 
and aloof from the context. According to Lange, what is meant is, ‘‘ the 
starting back of a multitude, that had become somewhat profanely disposed, 
at the sudden emergence of a manifestation of punishment.” But Mark has 
nothing of these psychological presuppositions, and mpoorpéyovrec x.T.2. 18 
not in keeping therewith. According to Baur, Markusev. p. 70, Mark 
has only attributed to the people the impression, ‘‘ with which he himself 
accompanied the Lord, as He descended from the mount of transfigura- 
tion.” With such modes of dealing all exegesis ig at an end. —Ver. 16. 
éxnpot. avtoic] This avrote cannot without arbitrariness be referred to any 
but those mentioned immediately before—therefore to the people,” who are 
accordingly to be conceived, ver. 14, as likewise taking part in the ovfyreiv, 
so that there cvfyrotvrac also applies jointly to the éyAov rodtv. So also 
Bleek ; comp. Ewald. The usual reference to the ypappareic is consequent- 
ly to be rejected (although Fritzsche adopts this, and Lange, who, however, 
assumes a sympathetic participation of the people); and so, too, is the refer- 
ence to the disciples and scribes (Griesbach, Paulus, Kuinoel), or merely to 
the disciples (Mill, Bengel). From the above reference it is plain at the same 
time that in what follows there must be written, not rpdc avroic (so usually; 
hence also the readings mpic éavrobc, A, &*, and év buiv, D, Vulg.), but xpd¢ 
abrobe (with Bengel, Fritzsche, Lachmann, Tischendorf), since airoic, like 
wvroig in ver. 14, applies to the disciples—Ver. 17. The father, included 
among this 4yAoc, begins to speak in the natural impulse of the paternal heart, 
not asif no other would have ventured to do so (Euthymius Zigabenus, 
Bengel, de Wette). He is designated, in apt delineation of what octurred, 
as ei¢ éx 7. byAov, Since it is by his utterance that he first shows himself ag 
father. — rpéc¢ ce] that is, thither, where I might presume Thy presence, 
because Thy disciples were there. — aadov] according to the point of view, 
that the condition of the sick man is the effect of the same condition in the 
demon. Comp. Luke xi. 14 ; Wetstein im loc. — Ver. 18. kai brov dv «.7.?.] 
and wherever he has taken hold of him. The possession (ver. 17) is not con- 
ceived as constant, but as such that the demon leaves the sick man (epilep- 
tic) at times, and then again returns into him (Matt. xii. 44), and lays hold 
of him, etc. Hence ver. 85 : jupnéte eloéAAne cic avrév. The &yorra of ver. 17 


1 Comp. Theophylact ‘and Victor Anti- 2 To whose jomdgorvto avrév Jesus replies 
echenus. with His question. 
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is not opposed to this (de Wette), for the son had the demon—even although 
at intervals the latter left him—so long as the pywéte eoéAOnc Was not yet 
realized. — pyocer] he tears him, which convulsive effect is not more precisely 
to be defined (Euthymius Zigabenus and many others : xaradAAer ele ypv, 
‘‘throws to the ground”).*— a@pifer] change of the subject ; Winer, p. 556 


[E. T, 632]. The permanent effect of these paroxysms is: éypalvera., be- 
comes withered, wasted away. Comp. iii. 1. See generally the description 
of the morbus comitialis in Celsus, III. 23. —eixov . . . wal Ttold it... 


that they. — Ver. 19. avroic] the disciples, ver. 18. See, moreover, on Matt. 
xvii. 17. —Ver. 20. idov airédv x.r.2] when the demoniac (not: the demon, 
Bleek) had looked upon Jesus, the demon tore him (the patient).? [See 
Note LVIIL., p. 125.]—ézir. y#c] belongs to recév (comp. xiv. 85 ; Ken. 
Oyr. iv. 5. 54). — Vv. 21-24. It is only the specially graphic Mark that has 
this dialogue. — Ver. 21. oc] Particle of time : how long ago is it, when this 
fell upon him ? — Ver. 22. kai cic xip| even into fire. In John xv. 6 also the 
article is not necessary (in opposition to Fritzsche), although critically at- 
tested. — ei rz ivy] Euthymius Zigabenus rightly says: dpac, ric obk eiye 
mlotw adicraxtov. Hence the answer of Jesus at ver. 28 ; hence also the ut- 
terance of the father at ver. 24, who felt his faith not to be sufficiently 
strong.’ — juiv| the father of the family speaks. — Ver. 23. After deletion of 
miorevoat (see the critical remarks), 70 ¢ divy is to be regarded (Winer, 
p. 168, 506 [E. T. 181, 574]) as nominative absolute: The ‘if thou canst”. . . 
‘“« Everything is possible to him that believeth,” i.e., as far as concerns thy just 
expressed ‘‘if thou canst,” the matter depends on the faith ; the believer is 
able to attain everything. The article embracing the ei divy substantivally 
(Kiihner, § 492) takes up the word just spoken by the father, and puts it 
with lively emphasis without connecting it with the further construction, in 
order to link its fulfilment to the petitioner’s own faith. Griesbach, Tisch- 
endorf, Ewald take 76 ei divy interrogatively, and rdvra Oty. T. riot. aS an- 
swering it: ‘‘Tu ne dubitans sz potes aiebas ? Nihil non in ejus, qui con- 
fidat, gratiam ficri potest,” ‘‘ Dost thou ask in doubt 77 thou eanst ? Every- 
thing can become a grace in him who fully believes,” Griesbach. Comp. 
Ewald : Askest thow that: if thou canst? etc. But the assumption of a 
question is not indicated by the non-interrogative address of the father 
(whence we should have expected ré 70 ei divy, or the like), and so we are 
not warranted in mentally supplying an aiebas or askest thou?+ With the 
Recepta riorevoa or divy the explanation is : 7f thow canst believe (I will help 
thee) ; everything is possible, etc., in which interpretation, however, the ré 
is without warrant disregarded, as if it were of no significance (but comp. 
Matt. xix. 18; Luke xxii. 37), and taken only ‘‘as a sign of quotation of 


283 ; Bernhardy, p. 479; Winer, p. 501 [E. T. 
568}. Comp. also Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, 


1 See on the word, Ruhnken, ep. crit. I. 
p. 26; Duncan, Lez., ed. Rost, p. 1016. 


Comp. péooew (of the gladiators); Salma- 
sius, ad Ach. Tat. p. 657; and Jacobs, 
p. 821. 

2 On the anacoluthic use of the nominative 
participle, .ee Matthiae, ad Hurip. Phoen. 


ed. 3, p. 385 f. 

3 On the form dvvy instead of d¥vacar, see 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 359. 

4 Comp. Bornemann in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1843, p. 122, 
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the direct discourse” (de Wette).? Lachmann® places no point at all after 
miotevca, and we might accordingly explain it thus : ¢f thou art in a position 
to believe that everything is possible to him that believeth (so in my second 
edition). But even thus the ré causes difficulty, and the thought and the 
expression would be too diffuse, not in keeping with the concise representa- 
tion of Mark, especially inso impassioned a connection. Lange takes it thus: 
‘the if thou canst means : canst believe.” How enigmatically would Jesus 
have so spoken! Bleek takes ei interrogatively. But neither the delibera- 
tive character of this question (see on Matt. xii. 10) nor the 7é would be 
appropriate. Bengel’s interpretation also is impossible: ‘‘Iloc, si potes 
credere, res est ; hoc agitur,” ‘‘ This ‘if thou canst believe,’ is the matter ; 
this is to be heeded.” But he well observes on the state of the case : ‘‘ Om- 
nipotentiae divinae se fides hominis quasi organon accommodat ad recipien- 
dum, vel etiam ad agendum.” Fritzsche has conjectwred either : 


el dvvacat; mioteve’ mavta OvvaTa K.T.A., OF : 


eimev AUTO’ 
elmev avTg’ Th éoTe TO el Obvacat; 
nloreve’ ravta «.t.A., and Bornemann, l.c. p. 123 : elmev até 1d ravta dvvata 
T@ mist. — Wer. 24. Boer nov th axcoria] help me unbelieving ; refuse me not 
Thy help, notwithstanding my unbelief. Calovius, Bengel,* and many 
others render : assist my unbelief, strengthen my weak faith, which, how- 
ever, is at variance with the contextual meaning of Boyfe: (ver. 22). More- 
over, the answer of the father, who has just said miorefo, but immediately 
afterwards, in consideration of the greatness of the issue made to depend 
on his faith, designates this faith in respect of its degree as azvcria, is quite 
in keeping with the alternation of vehemently excited feeling. Victor An- 
tiochenus rightly says: dsddopéc éotw 4 riatic’ 9 mév eloaywytKy, 7) 08 Terela, 
“the faith is different ; in the one case elementary, in the other full 
grown.”—The substantive tH ariotia brings more strongly into prominence 
the condition than would have been done by an adjective.* And the pre- 
fixed yov represents at the same time the mihi of interest (v. 30 ; Rom. xi. 
14, and frequently Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 117 A): render for me tomy 
unbelief Thy help. —Ver. 25. bre éxvovytpéixer bxA0c| that people were thereupon 
running together, We wished to avoid still greater publicity. —éyé] em- 
phatically, in contrast to the disciples. — yyKérc] no more, as hitherto. 
on ver. 18. — Ver. 26. xpdaéac . 


ing. 


See 
rapagéao] Kpagac : erying out, not speak- 
The masculines belong to the constructio xard obveow ; Mark has con- 
ceived to himself the rvedua as a person (as daiuov), and has used the attrib- 
utive participles accordingly, not therefore by mistake (Fritzsche) de 
Wette).° — rove roAAotbc] the multitude. The entire description is true and 
lifelike, and does not aim, as Hilgenfeld thinks, at attaining a very great 


1 So also Linder in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1862, 
p. 559. 

2 Who nevertheless, Prac. II. p. vii., con- 
jectures TISTOSAI: ‘Istud si potes,” in 
quo dubitatio est, facito ut certum et con- 
firmatum des, ut fiat “ potes,” ‘* This if 
thou canst, in which there is doubt, I declare 
thou mayst concede as certain and con- 
firmed, that ‘it may become thou canst.” 


Ingenious, but very artificial; and morodv 
only occurs in the N. T. at 2 Tim. iii. 14. 

3 Who, however, also admits our view. 

4See Winer, p. 211 [E. T. 236]. 

5 Comp. Xen. Cyr. vii. 3.8: het, & ayaby 
Kal misty Wx}, olxn 8) avodurmy uas; see 
in general, Matthiae, p. 975; Bornemann in 
the Sichs. Stud. 1846, p. 40. 
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miracle. — Ver. 28 f. ele olxov] as vii. 17. —érc] is to be written 6, 7, and, as 
at ver. 11, to be explained as wherefore. — roir0 +. yévoc] this kind of demons 
—a view of the words which Ewald also, in his Gesch. Chr. p. 385 (not in 
his Hoang. p. 78, 277), recognizes ‘‘in the present Mark,” but not in Mat- 
thew. —-év oidevi] by nothing, by no means. That prayer («. vyor. is not 
genuine) is meant as a means of increasing faith (Matt. xvii. 20), Mark does 
not say indeed, but it follows from ver. 19 ; hence it is not to be concluded 
that the utterance contains in his case the sense of a reproach that the disci- 
ples had not prayed (and fasted) enough (de Wette). 

Vv. 30-82. Comp. Matt. xvii. 22 f., who abridges, and Luke ix. 43-45. 
— éxeifev] Out of the region of Caesarea Philippi, viii. 27. — raperopetovro] 
they journeyed along through Galilee, i.e., they passed through in such a way, 
that (until Capernaum, ver. 33) they never tarried anywhere. Comp. Deut. 
li, 4, 14; Bar. iv. 48; also Mark ii. 23. The travelling along by-ways 
(Lange) is not implied in the verb. — xa? ovx #Oerev, iva tig yoo (Lachmann, 
Tischendorf read yvoi ; see on v. 43) : similar to vii. 24. But here (iva) the 
contents of the wish is conceived as its design. The reason why Jesus 
wished to journey unknown is given by édidacke yap k.7.2., ver. 31, for which 
deeply grave instruction He desired to be entirely undisturbed with His 
disciples. This édidacxe was the continuance of the ypfaro didcxew of viii. 
31; hence there is no reason for understanding in the passage before us not 
the Twelve, but the scattered adherents in Galilee (Lange). Moreover, 
avrove in ver. 33 is decisive against this. Comp. ver. 35. — rapadidora] the 
near and certain future realized as present. — kal aroxravéeic] has in it some- 
thing solemn.’— Ver. 32. The instructions of Jesus were so opposed to their 
Messianic expectations, that they not only did not comprehend them, but 
they, moreover, shrank from any more precise disclosure concerning the in- 
conceivable gloomy fate before them. 

Vv. 83-87. See on Matt. xviii. 1-5. Comp. Luke ix. 46-48. Only 
Matt. xvii. 24 ff. has the history of the stater. Of subordinate importance, 
perhaps also belonging to a more local tradition, it seems to have remained 
unknown to Mark, with which view x. 70. cic Kar. in ver. 33 is not at vari- 
ance (in opposition to de Wette). [See Note LVUL., p. 125.]— Mark is more 
original in the historical introduction of the point in question, ver. 33 f., 
whereas Matt. xviii. 3, 4 has rightly completed the narrative from the collec- 
tion of Logia, but has, on the other hand, withdrawn from the conclusion in 
ver. 5 its completeness, as it appears in Mark ver. 87 (Matthew has the thought 
already at x. 40). — év rj 656] See ver. 30. —éovrwv] from being conscience- 
struck. — rpd¢ aaa#A.] emphatically prefixed : with one another, so that they 
one against the other claimed the higher place. It was not the general ques- 
tion ric pelCwv in abstracto, but the concrete question of personal jealousy in 
their own circle of disciples. — ric peitwv] This brief, certainly primitive, in- 
terrogation is in Matthew more precisely defined by év rj Baca. r. otp. from 
the answer (ver. 8). Thjs more precise definition, however, is not, with 
Beza, Heupel, and many others, to be imported also here, but it stands 


i Comp. Pflugk, ad Zur, Hee, 25, 
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simply : who is of higher rank, although it is self-evident that they had also 
included in their view their position in the kingdom of heaven. — kaficac 
igdv. rode dédexa] by way of solemn preparation. — If a man desires to be of the 
Jirst rank, he must, etc. This éora: expresses the result (comp. on Matt. xx. 
26 f.),—the state of things that will arise in consequence of that wish,—and 
thereby defines the right Oéte:v moor. eivac. — Ver. 36 does not come in un- 
connuectedly (Weisse, Holtzmann), but the progression is : ‘‘ Of aid servants, 
even of the least, the affectionate reception of whom is a service shown to 
myself,” etc. — évayxadic.] after he had embraced it. Comp. x. 16. An orig- 
inal trait, which is only found in Mark. The verb occurs only in Mark, but 


is frequent in the classical writers. — Ver. 87. obk . . . aAAd] not non tam 
. . . quam, but with conscious rhetorical emphasis the éué déyetas 18 abso- 


lutely negatived (comp. Matt. x. 20), which is intended to denote in the 
strongest degree the importance of the reception of such a child (a child-like 
unassuming believer, see on Matt. xviii. 5) to fraternal loving fellowship.’ 

Vv. 38-40. Comp. Luke ix. 49, 50 (not in Matthew). The connection of 
thought lies in éri r¢ ovdu. pov. . . TG ovdu. cov ; the disciples had done the 
opposite of the déyecfa in the case of one, who had uttered the name of Jesus.” 
So John came to his question. Bengel well says: ‘‘dubitationem hanc vi- 
detur in pectore aliquamdiu gessisse, dum opportune eam promeret.”” But 
Strauss, I. p. 642, and de Wette (comp. also Bleek), attribute this connec- 
tion of thought merely to the reporter (Luke, whom Mark follows), who, on 
the ground of the éxi 7 dvéu. wov, has inserted just here the traditional frag- 
ment. This is improbable ; such casual annexations are more natural in 
real living dialogue, and the retlection of the reporter would have found 
more appropriate places for their insertion, such as after vi. 30. -— 76 dvén. 
cov.| by means of Thy name, by the utterance of it. [See critical note, 
p- 108.] Comp. Matt. vil. 22 ; Actsili. 6, xix. 13. The exorcist in our passage 
was not an impostor, but a believer ; yet not one belonging to the constant 
followers of Jesus, although his faith was not perhaps merely elementary, 
but, on the contrary, even capabie of miracles. What he had done appeared 
to the disciples as a privilege still reserved for the narrower circle, and as 
an usurpation outside of it. — 6¢ ob« dxod. quiv, and then again bru ovK aKoA. 
juiv| John brings this point very urgently forward as the motive of the dis- 
ciples’ procedure (it is no ‘‘intolerabilis loquacitas,” ‘‘intolerable loquac- 
ity,” of which Fritzsche accuses the textws receptus). [See critical note, 
p- 108. ] — éxwAtouev (see the critical remarks) : the imperfect, following the 
aorist, makes us dwell on the main point of the narrative. See Kiihner, II. 
p. 74. — Ver. 39 f. Application: Of such aman, who, even without belong- 
ing to our circle, has nevertheless attained to such an energetic faith in me 
as to do a miracle on the basis of my name, there is no reason to apprehend 
any speedy change into reviling enmity against me. His experience will 
retain him for us, even although he has not come to his authorization, as ye 
have, in the way of immediate fellowship with me. It is obvious, more- 


= See Winer, p. 439 ff. [E. T. 495 ff.]; 2Comp. Schleiermacher, Zuk. p. 153 f. 
Klotz, ad Devar. p.9 f. Fritzsche, Olshausen, Ebrard, p. 447 f. 
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over, from this passage how powerfully the word and work of Jesus had 
awakened in individuals even beyond the circle of His constant followers a 
higher power, which even performed miracles ; thus sparks, from which 
fiamed forth the power of a higher life, had fallen and kindled beyond the 
circle of disciples, and Jesus desires to see the results unchecked. Some 
have found in this man who followed not with the company of the Twelve 
the Pauline Christians, whom Mark makes to be judged of by Jesus only 
with more tenderness and tolerance than at Matt. vii. 21 f.! | This is more 
than exaggerated ingenuity ; it is the invention of a criticism, the results of 
which are its own presuppositions.—The construction is regular, and duv- 
qoerat designates the ethical possibility. —rayb] soon,? not : lightly, which 
might be signified by raya, Rom. v. 7; Philem. 15.—[On ver. 40, see 
Note LIX., p. 125.] 

Ver. 41. See on Matt. x. 42. There is nothing opposed to the assump- 
tion that Jesus uttered such a saying here also, and generally on several oc- 
casions. — yép refers, by way of assigning a reason, to what immediately 
precedes, in so far, namely, as the high significance of their position in the 
world is contained in é¢ ov« gore ka? budv, irép tov gory. ‘For ye are such 
important persons as the Messiah’s disciples in the world, that he who 
shows to you the smallest service of love,” ete. — év dvéuare bre .7.A.] so that 
this rendering of service has its impelling reason in the name, in the charac- 
teristic designation, that ye are Messiah’s disciples, 7.¢., for the sake of the 
name.* 

Vv. 42-48. See on Matt. xviil. 6-9. Comp. Luke xvii. 1-4. Jesus now 
reverts to the demeanor towards the lowly modest believers, as whose lively 
type the little child was still standing before Him (ver. 36), and administers 
the warning that none should give offence to such child-like ones (ver. 42). 
To comply with this, we need the most decided sternness towards ourselves 
and self-denial, so as not to be seduced by ourselves to evil and thereby 
to incur everlasting torment (vv. 438-48). This simple course of the ad- 
dress is often mistaken, and even de Wette (comp. Saunier, p. 111, Késtlin, 
Baur) thought that Mark had allowed himself to be drawn out of the con- 
nection by Luke. The source from which Mark draws is the collection of 
Logia. —xaddv . . . waidov] namely, than that he should have accomplished 
such a seduction. — repixectas and BéBAnrac bring vividly before us the state 
of the case, in which he ds sunk with the millstone round his neck. — Ver. 
43 ff. Observe, according to the corrected text (see the critical remarks), 
how in the three references to the everlasting torment (which, indeed, ac- 
cording to Késtlin, p. 349, are alleged to be in the taste of a later time) it is 
only at the end, in the case of the third, ver. 47, that the awful érov 4 


1 Wilgenfeld, Hvang. p. 140. See also his 2 Matt. v. 25, al. ; Ecclus. vi. 18, xlviii. 20; 


Zeitschr. 1864, p. 317 f., where likewise quite 
untenable grounds are adduced for the 
above opinion. In the answer of Jesus, 
Fichthal sees even a specimen of good but 
not moral tactics, and holds that the narra- 
tive is an interpolation. 


Plato, Conv. p. 184 A; Tim. p.73 A; Xen. 
Cyn in Wels 

3 Comp. Winer, p. 346f. [E. T. 387]. On 
eival tivos, addictum esse alicui, see Bremi, 
ad Dem. Phil. Til. p. 125, 56; Seidler, ad 
Eur. El. 1098; Ast, Lew. Plat. I. p. 621. 
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oKkOAne k.7.A., ver. 48, comes in and affectingly winds up the representation. — 
Ver, 48. A figurative designation of the extremely painful and endless pun- 
ishinents of hell (not merely the terrors of conscience), in accordance with 
Isa. Ixvi. 24 (comp. Ecclus. vii. 17; Judith xvi. 17). Against the literal 
understanding of the worm and the fire it may be urged that-in reality Gn 
opposition to Augustine, de civit. xxi. 9) the two together are incompatible, 
and, moreover, that dai, ver. 49, the counterpart of zupi, is to be understood 
Jiguratively. 

Ver. 49. Without any parallel ; but the very fact of its enigmatical pecu- 
liarity? tells in favor of its originality (in opposition to de Wette, Weiss, 
and many others).? In order to its correct interpretation the following 
points must be kept closelyin view : (1) The logical connection (ydp) is 
argumentative, and that in such a way that yap is related to the rip in ver. 
48 (because to this the rvpi must correspond), not to the entire thought, ver. 
43 ff. (2) Ilae cannot be every disciple (Lindemann), nor yet can it be every 
one in general, but it must, in accordance with the context, be limited to 
those who are designated in the 48th verse by aivav (comp. Luke vi. 40), 
because afterwards with aoa Ovola another class is distinguished from that 
meant by rac, and something opposed to what is predicated of the latter is 
affirmed of it. (8) Tvpi and a2é are contrasts ; like the latter, so also the 
former can only be explained instrumentally (not therefore : for the fire, as 
Baumegarten-Crusius and Linder in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 515, will 
have it), and the former can, according to the context, apply to nothing 
else than to the fire of hell, not to the fire of trial (1 Cor. iii, 13), as Theo- 
phylact and others Gncluding Késtlin, p. 326 f.) would take it, nor yet to 
the sanctifying fire of the divine word (Lindemann). (4) Kai may not be 
taken as : just as (d¢, kabdc), to which, following the majority, Lindemann 
also ultimately comes, but which «ai never expresses ; but rather : and, join- 
ing on to those who are meant by wae and its predicate others with another 
predicate. (5) The two futures must be taken in a purely temporal sense ; 
and in accordance with the context (vv. 438-48) can only be referred to the 
time of the Messianic decision at the establishment of the kingdom. Hence, 
also, (6) it is beyond doubt that raca Ovoia cannot apply to actual sacrifices, 
but must denote men, who in an allegorical sense may be called sacrifices. 


1 Baur judges very harshly on the subject 
(Warkusev. p. 79), holding that Mark in this 
independent conclusion, ver. 49 f., gives 
only a new proof how little he could ac- 
complish from his own resources, inasmuch 
as the thought only externally annexed is 
obscure, awkward, and without unity of 
conception. By Hilgenfeld the discourse is 
alleged to be a mitigation of the harsh say- 
ing as to cutting off the hand and the foot, 
and so to confirm the later position of 
Mark after Matthew. According to Weiss, 
vy. 49, 50 are ‘‘an artificial elaboration” of 
Matt. v. 13. But how specifically different 
are the two utterances! And what would 


there have been to eaborate in the plain 
saying of Matt. v. 13? and to elaborate in 
such a way? Aceording to Weizsiicker, 
ver. 49f. is only added here ‘ton account 
of the assonance as respects the figure.” 
This would amount to mere mechanical 
work. Holtzmann, however, justly main- 
tains the independent conception of the 
(primitive-) Mark. 

2 See on the passage, Schott, Opusc. II. 
p. 5 ff., and Dissert. 1819; Grohmann in the 
bibl. Stud. Sdichs. Geistl. 1844, p. 91 ff.; Bihr 
in the Stud. wv. Krit. 1849, p. 673; Lindemann 
in the Mecklenb. Zeitschn. 1864, p. 299 ff. 
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(7) The meaning of ddcofjcera: may not be apprehended as deviating from 
the meaning (presupposed by Jesus as well known) which the application of 
salt in sacrifices had (see Lev. ii. 13, where meat-offerings are spoken of). 
It was, namely, salt of the covenant (3 nn) of God (comp. also Num. 
xviii. 19 ;.2 Chron. xiii. 5), é.¢., it represented symbolically the covenant 
with Jehovah as regarded its imperishableness,—represented that the sacri- 
fice was offered in accordance therewith, and for the renewing thereof.2— 
Consequently we must translate and explain : ‘‘ With warrant I speak of 
their jire (ver. 48) ; for every one of those who come into Gehenna will be 
salted therein with fire, i.e., none of them will escape the doom of having 
represented in him by means of fire that which is done in sacrifices by means 
of salt, namely, the imperishable validity of the divine covenant, and (to add 
now the argumentum e contrario for my assertion concerning the fire, ver. 48) 
every sacrifice, i.e., every pious man unseduced, who, as such, resembles a 
(pure) sacrifice (comp. Rom. xii. 1), shall be salted with salt, i.e., he shall at 
his entrance into the Messianic kingdom (comp. eiceAOeiv eic tT. Cov, Vv. 
43-47), by reception of higher wisdom (comp. ver. 50 ; Col. iv. 6 ; and as 
to the subject-matter, 1 Cor. xiii. 9-12), represent in himself that validity 
of the divine covenant, as in the case of an actual sacrifice this is effected 
by its becoming salted.” Accordingly, it is in brief : for in every one of 
them the ever-during validity of the divine covenant shall be represented by means 
of fire, and in every pious person resembling a sacrifice this shall be accomplished 
by the communication of higher wisdom. It is to be observed, further : (1) 
that the figure of the salt of the covenant refers, in the case of those con- 
demned to Gehenna, to the threatening aspect of the divine covenant, in the 
case of the pious, to its aspect of promise ; (2) that Jesus does not accident- 
ally set forth the pious asa sacrifice, but is induced to do so by the fact 
He has just been speaking of ethical self-sacrifice by cutting off the hand, 
the foot, ete. And the conception of sacrifice, under which He regards the 
pious, suggests to Him asa designation of its destined counterpart the sacri- 
ficial expression daifecOa. (8) Analogous to the twofold distinction of 
dritecOa in the passage before us, although different in the figurative con- 
ception, is the Barrifecy rupi and mvetuate dyiw, Matt. ii. 11. — Of the many 
diverging explanations, which in the light of what has just been stated are 
opposed to the context, or to the language of the passage, or to both, we 
may note historically the following :—(1) Euthymius Zigabenus : ra¢ xcord¢ 
mupr The mpoe Oedv riotewc, } THE Tpd¢ TOV TAHoloY aydnn¢o dALoOHaETaL, iyyovv Tiv 
onredéva (corruption) ric Kakiac anoBaei. . . Taca Ovoia rvevwatiny, cite Ov 
evync, eite OV ehenuoobuyc, eite Tpdrov ErEepov yivomévyn, TH Ghats THG TloTEwWs 7) THE 
ayarno ddoOhoerat, elrovv dicobpvas ddetder, ‘‘ Every believer will be salted with 
the fire of faith toward God or of love toward his neighbor, that is, he will 
lose the corruption of wickedness . . . every spiritual sacrifice, whether 
made through prayer, or alms, or in some other way, shall be salted with 


1 Comp. inrespect of the animal offerings, Symbol, d. Mos. Cult. Tl. p. 824; and Stud. u. 
Ezek. xliii. 24; Joseph. Antt. iii. 9. 1; and Krit. l.c. p. 675 ff. ; Knobel on Lev. p. 369 f. 
see in general, Lund. Jiid. Heiligth., ed. 2 Comp. Pressel in Herzog’s Hneykl. XII. 
Wolf, p. 648; Ewald, Alterth. p. 87; Bahr, p. 343 f. 
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the salt of faith or of love, that is to say, ought to be salted.” (2) Luther : 
‘(In the O. T. every sacrifice was salted, and of every sacrifice something 
was burnt up with fire. This Christ here indicates and explains it spiritually, 
namely, that through the gospel, as through a fire and salt, the old man becomes 
crucified, seared, and well salted ; for our body is the true sacrifice, Rom. xii.” 
He is followed by Spanheim, Calovius, L. Cappel, and others: a similar 
view is given by Beza, and in substance again by Lindemann.’ (8) Grotius : 
‘‘Omnino aliqua desumtio homini debetur, aut per modum saliturae, aut 
per modum incendii ; haec impiorum est, illa piorum,” “‘ Universally some- 
thing ought to be taken from man, either by means of salting (extirpation 
of the desires), or by means of burning (in hell); this belongs to the 
impious, that to the pious ;” the godless are likened to the whole burnt- 
offerings, the pious to the mincha. He is followed by Hammond, comp. Cler- 
icus and Schleusner. (4) Lightfoot : ‘‘ Nam unusquisque eorum ipso igne 
salietur, ita ut inconsumtibilis fiat et in aeternum duret torquendus, prout sal 
tuetur a corruptione: . . . at is, quivero Deo victima, condietur sale gratiac 
ad incorruptionem gloriae,” ‘‘ For each several one of them shall be 
salted with the fire itself, so that he may become inconsumable and remain 
to be tortured in eternity, just as salt preserves from corruption: . . . but 
he who is truly a victim for God will be seasoned with the salt of grace unto 
the incorruption of glory.” (5) Rosenmiiller (comp. Storr, Opuse. II. 
p. 210 ff.): ‘‘ Quivis enim horum hominum perpetuo igni cruciabitur ; . . 

sed quivis homo Deo consecratus sale verae sapientiae praeparari debet ad 
aeternam felicitatem,” ‘‘ For every one of these men shall be tormented 
with perpetual fire; . .. but every man consecrated to God ought to be 
prepared by the salt of true wisdom for eternal felicity.” (6) Kuinoel 
(taking zip, with Flacius and others, as a figurative designation of suffer- 
ings) : ‘* Quilibet sectatorum meorum calamitatibus, veluti saliri, praeparari 
debet, quo consequatur salutem, sicuti omnes oblationes sale condizi, prae- 
parari debent, quo sint oblationes Deo acceptae,” ‘‘Every one of my fol- 
lowers ought to be prepared by calamities (these are held to be the pains 
that arise by suppression of the desires), as it were salted that he obtain sal- 
vation, just as all oblations ought to be prepared, seasoned with salt, that they 
be acceptable to God.” (7) Schott: ‘‘ Quivis dlorum hominum (qui sup- 
plicio Geennae sunt obnoxii) nune demum hoe igne sale (quod ipsis in vita ter- 
restrt versantibus defuit) imbuetur, i.e., nunc demum poenis vitae futurae 
discct resipiscere. Alio sensu illi salientur, quam victimae Deo sacrae, de quibus 
loco illo seriptum legitur: victima quaevis sale est conspergenda. His enim 
similes sunt homines in hac vita terrestri animis suis sapientiae divinae sale 
imbuendis prospicientes,” ‘‘ Every one of those men (who are obnoxious to 
the punishment of Gehenna) is at last by that fire saturated with salt (which 
was lacking to them in earthly life), i.¢., at last by the penalties of the future 
life he learns to come to himself. In another sense those are salted, as vic- 
tims sacred to God, concerning whom in this place the Scripture reads : every 


1“ As every sacrifice is salted by salt, é.e., [of the divine word].” 
by the word of God is madea holy offering, 2 Wolf and Michaelis follow this view; 
so also every disciple is to be salted by fire comp. also Jablonsky, Cpusc. IL. p. 458 ff. 
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victim is sprinkled with salt.” (8) According to Fritzsche, ydp assigns the 
reason of the exhortation to suffer ratherthe loss of members of their body 
than to let themselves be seduced, and the meaning is (in the main as ac- 
cording to Kuinoel, comp. Matablas) : “Quippe omnes aerumnis ad vitae 
aeternae (heen praeparabuntur, sicut omnes victimae e Mosis decreto 
sale sunt ad immolationem praeparandae,” ‘Certainly all (in general) 
shall be prepared for the felicity of eternal life by hardships, just as all vic- 
tims by the precept of Moses were to be prepared by salt for sacrifice.” So 
in substance also Bleek. (9) Olshausen : ‘‘On account of the general sin- 
fulness of the race every one must be salted with fire, whether by entering 
voluntarily upon self-denial and earnest cleansing from sins, or by bene 
carried involuntarily to the place of ‘punishment ; and therefore [in order 
to be the symbolical type of this spiritual transaction] every sacrifice is (asis 
written) to be salted with salt.”! Similarly Lange. (10) According to de 
Wette, rupi drifeoOu is nearly (?) tantamount to ‘‘the receiving by purifica- 
tion the holy seasoning and consecration (of purity and wisdom),” and xaé 
is comparative. (11) Grohmann takes the first clause in substance as does 
Olshausen, and the second thus : ‘‘as every sacrifice shall be made savory 
with salt, so also shall every one, who desires to offer himself as a sacrifice 
to God, be salted,—that is, shall from without, by sufferings, privations, 
and the like, be stirred up, quickened, and pervaded by a higher, fresh, 
spiritual power.” (12) Bahr : ‘‘ As according to the law there must in no 
sacrifice be wanting the symbol of the covenant of sanctification that conse- 
crates it the salt ; so also must every one be purified and refined in and 
with the sacrifice of self-surrender ;.. . this refining process, far from being 
of a destructive nature, is rather the very thing which preserves and main- 
tains unto true and eternal life.” (13) According to Ewald, the meaning 
is that every one who yields to seductive impulses, because he allows the 
salt—wherewith from the beginning God has seasoned man’s spirit—to be- 
come insipid, must first be salted again by the fire of hell, in order that this 
sacrifice may not remain without the salt which, according to Ley. ii. 18, 
belongs to every sacrifice ; no other salt (no other purification) is left save 
the fire of hell itself, when the salt in man has become savorless. (14) By 
Hilgenfeld the jire is alleged to be even that of internal desire, through 
which (this is held to mean : by overcoming the desire !) one is said to be 
salted, i.e., led to Christian wisdom ; thereby one is to offer a sacrifice of 
which the salt is Christian discernment. —This great diversity of interpre- 
tation is a proof of the obscurity of the utterance, which probably was 
spoken by Jesus in an explanatory connection which has not been pre- 
served, — The second clause of the verse has been held by Gersdorf, 
p. 876 f., on linguistic grounds that are wholly untenable, to be spurious ; 
and, as it is wanting also in B L A 8, min. and some vss. (on account of the 
twice occurring dAcc@jo. by transcriber’s error), it is declared also by Schulz 
to be a gloss. [See Note LX., p. 125.] 


1 According to Olshausen, we are to find significance of the sacrifices, and of the 
here an authentic explanation as to the ritual of their salting. 
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Ver. RO Kenr es. aptooere] amaxim of experience drawn from common 
life, in which 10 dAac is to be taken literally. Then follows with éyere «.r.2. 
the application, in which the spiritual meaning of the salt (wisdom, see on 
ver. 49, and Buxtorf, Lev. Talm. p. 1208) emerges. The connection with 
what precedes is: In order to experience in yourselves on the establishment 
of the kingdom the truth : raca @voia d2i dducbjoera, ye must—secing that 
salt, which in itself is so excellent a thing, when it has become insipid, can 
in no wise be restored—preserve in your hearts the salt of true wisdom,* and 
withal be peaceful one with another. Against both the dis¢ipleshad sinned 
by their dispute about precedence (ver. 34), from which the entire discourse of 
Jesus, ver. 35 ff., had started, and to which He now againat the close points 
back. This contest about precedence had been foolish (opposed to the aac) 
and unpeaceful. — éav dé ro dhac avadov x.t.2.. | Comp. on Matt. v. 18. — avro 
aprbcete] wherewith shall ye restore it? so that it shallagain be provided with 
saline efficacy (comp. on Col. iv. 6). —éyere] emphatically placed first : 
keep, preserve, which is not done, if the analogue of the avadev yiveobar sets 
in with you. — éy éavroic] in yourselves, correlative to the subsequent év aAAq- 
howe (reciprocally). Comp. Bengel : ‘‘prius officium respectu nostri, alte- 
rum erga alios,” ‘‘ The former a service with respect to ourselves, the latter 
over against others.” —d2a (see the critical remarks) from 6 dAc. See 
Lobeck, Paralip. p. 98. —kal eipnv. év aAdr.] The annexing of this exhorta- 
tion was also suggested by the conception of the salt, since the salt was 
symbol of a covenant. Hence the course of thought : And—whereof ye are 
likewise reminded by the symbolic significance of salt—live in peace one 
with another. 


Notrs py AMERICAN Eprror. 


LIV. Vv. 2-13. 


Weiss ed. Mey. also regards Matthew as more original, i.c., as preserving 
more accurately the report of “the older source,” yet he finds in that Gospel 
traces of the influence of Mark’s account, as well as touches of its own. 


LY, Ver. 11. 6rz Aéyovow x.7.A. 


Here Meyer defends a probable view, which seems even more necessary at 
ver. 28, where the absence of Aéyovrec before bry makes any other sense very 
harsh. Stillit is more grammatical to take 67: in both cases as the sign of quota- 
tion (orc recitantis). The R. V. accepts this view in the text, but gives in the 
margin (in both passages) the elliptical explanation: “‘ How is it that,” ete. 


Comp. chap, ii.16. It is very doubtful whether any other N. T. passage re- 
quires us to read 6, tu. i 


LVI. Ver. 12. «al mic yeypdrrat k.T.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. argues strongly against the division of the verse into ques- 
tion and answer, (The R. Y. also takes the latter part of the verse as one 


} Comp. Ignat. ad Magnes. 19: &d!e9qre ev avTw (Xptat@), tva pH SuabOapy tus év Vutv, 
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question.) The view of Meyer that there is here a syllogism with a suppressed 
conclusion is open to objection. The matter to be proved is not so much the 
sufferings of the Son of Man as the fact that John the Baptist was the pre- 
dicted Elijah. The conclusion of the narrative in both Matthew and Mark in- 
dicates this. 


LVII. Ver. 20. iddv avrdv x.t.A. 


Recent critical editors omit ei6tc, which the Rec. has before rveiya. Weiss 
ed. Mey. objects to Meyer’s explanation of the anacoluthic use of the nomina- 
tive participle, and refers idév to the demon. 


LVII. Vv. 33-37. 


Whether Mark knew of the history of the stater or not, cannot be decided. 
Weiss. ed. Mey. finds from this point to the end of the chapter many sayings 
from ‘‘the older source.” 


LIX. Ver. 40. «af quov, brép nuav éorwy. 


The first person is well attested in both instances, and is not likely to have 
been an emendation ; the second person was probably taken from Luke ix. 50, 
or from ver. 41. So Weiss ed. Mey., who rightly suggests that ‘‘as regards 
Christ and His people, there is no neutrality.’? We may add (in comparing this 
verse with Matt. xii. 30): ‘‘In certain cases, the absence of hostility is a proof 
of friendship ; in others, the failure to co operate is the proof of enmity... . 
The saying in Matthew refers more to inward unity with Christ ; this one to 
outward conformity with His people. The former may exist independently of 
the latter, and its existence unites real Christians, whatever their name and 
outward differences” (Int. Revision Comm., Mark, p. 121). 


LX. Ver. 49. kat rdoa Ovola drt GhioOjoeTa. 


This clause is omitted in 8 BLA, and anumber of minor authorities (15 
cursives, some of weight). It is rejected by Tisch., bracketed by 'Treg., 
placed in margin by W. and Hort, R. V.; supposed to be an addition from Lev. 
ii. 18. The authorities would be decisive, were it not a more difficult reading, 
and the omission so readily accounted for by the similar ending in the pre- 
vious clause (d/.ofjoe7a). Yetitis hardly safe to accept it without question 
against the above evidence. 

Weiss ed. Mey. explains as follows : ‘“‘ The divine ordinance, that every sac- 
rifice is salted and made well pleasing to God, is fulfilled in the higher sense in 
this manner, that every one is refined through the fire of tribulation, and thus 
made well pleasing to God. Accordingly Meyer’s explanation must be given 
up.” He rejects the reference to the O. T. usage in the second clause, and 
finds in yép a reason for the entire warning (vv. 43-48), taking ‘‘ every one” in 
a general sense. Most of the explanations are open to serious objections, es- 
pecially these which take cai as =‘‘just as,” or, ‘“‘but on the contrary.”’ It is 
unnecessary to add another view to the many given by Meyer, but see Inter. 
Revision Commentary, Mark, pp. 123-125. 
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CHAPTER, 22 


Ver. 1. dvd tov] is wanting in C**D G A, min. Syr. Pers. Aeth. Goth.Vulg. It. 
On the other hand, B O* L 8, Copt. have «ai. So rightly Lachm. and Tisch. 
This xa/ was, in some cases, deleted in accordance with Matt. xix. 1 ; in others, 
more precisely defined by the description contained in dia tov. [Ver. 2, Gries- 
bach, Lachm., Treg., Weiss, R. V., omit oi before @apicaior, following A BA, 
ete., W. and Hort enclose in brackets.]|—Ver. 4. With Lachm. and Tisch. the 
order érétpepev Moioge, following B C DL A min., is to be preferred. — Ver. 
6. 6 Ocdc is wanting in BCL A®, Copt. Colb. Corb. Bracketed by Lachm., 
deleted by Tisch. An addition by way of gloss, which appeared necessary here, 
although not at Matt. xix. 4, — Ver. 7. mpd¢r. yuv.] Lachm. has 19 yvvacxi, follow- 
ing AC LNA, min. codd. It. Jer. From Matthew. ‘Tisch. has now again de- 
leted «. mpocKoAr. mpo¢ T. yuv. abrov, nevertheless only following BS, Goth. It 
lies under a strong suspicion of being an addition from Matthew. [Rejected by 
W. and Hort, Weiss, K. V. marg.] — Ver. 10. ei¢ Tv oikiav] So also Lachm. and 
Tisch., following B D L A &, min. Cant. Ver. The Recepta év 77 oixia (Fritzsche, 
Scholz) is an emendation. — aitov repi Tod airov] On decisive evidence we must 
read, with Fritzsche, Lachm., and Tisch., merely rep? rovrov. The first airov 
is a current addition to oi wabyrai ; by tod avtov (D: Tod aitov Adyov) TobTov was 
glossed for the purpose of more precise definition. — Ver. 12. Tischendorf’s 
reading [recent editors, R. V.]: «ai éav avr) drodvoaca Tov avdpa aitie yaunon 
(BCL & and A, which, however, has «ai before yay.), is a stylistic emendation. 
— yauni® G42] Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] have yapijoy aAdov, follow- 
ing BC* DLA, min. A mechanical repetition from ver. 11 (whence A has 
even dAAnv instead of addaAov !),—[Ver. 18. W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., in the 
8 BCL ACopt. read avrovc instead of toi¢ mpoopépovow.] — Ver. 14. Before pu7 
Elz. Fritzsche, Lachm. have xa/, which is wanting in witnesses deserving con- 
sideration, and is added from the parallels. — Ver. 16. Instead of 7iAdyes Lachm. 
(as also Scholz) has evAdye. But BCA, min. Vict. have catevAdyes (LN: 
catnva.). Itis to be adopted, with Tisch. ; this compound, which does not 
elsewhere occur in the N, T., was unfamiliar to the transcribers, Its posi- 
tion before rieic (omitting the last ard) is attested by B C LA 8, min. Copt. 
Syr. p. ms. Vict. (Fritzsche, Tisch.). But it was precisely the threefold aira 
that gave occasion to error and correction. [The evidence for the latter 
position is substantially the same as for the compound verb ; hence it is accepted 
by recent editors, R. V.]— Ver.19. The arrangement 1) gov., ju) ory. (Lachm. 
Tisch.), is found in B © A 8** min. Copt. Ar. Colb.; but it is from Matt. xix. 
18. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., follow Lachmann, but Tisch. VIII. returns to 
the order of the Rec.] — Ver. 21. The article before rrwyoi¢ is wanting in wit- 
nesses of such preponderating character (condemned by Griesb., deleted by 
Fritzsche, Lachm.) that it appears (as also in Matt. xix. 21) as an addition. — 
dpac tov oravpév] is wanting in B C DA, 406, Copt. Vulg. It. Clem. Hilar. 
Aug. Ambr. Other witnesses have it before devpo. Bracketed by Lachm. [Re- 
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jected by Tisch., recent editors, R. V.] But how easily the words were passed 
over, as the parallels have nothing of the kind !— Ver. 24. rode merovIbrac ent 
Toi¢ xpne.] is not found in BA 8, Copt. ms. Deleted by Tisch. [W. and Hort, 
Weiss, R. VY. marg.] But if it had been added, the addition would have been 
made in accordance with the text of Matt. or Luke, or according to ver. 23. 
The omission was meant in the interest of stricter morality, which regarded the 
rerrollorac, etc., as quite excluded. — Ver. 25. deAbeiv] The eiceAGciv, commended 
by Griesb., has indeed considerable attestation [8 A A ; so Steph., not Elzevir], 
but it is from Matt. ix. 24, and in this case the significant change of the verbs 
in Mark was not observed. — Ver. 28. jkoAov§70auev] Lachm. and Tisch. [recent 
editors, R. V.] have 7osovtjxaver, following B CD, A mechanical similarity 
of formation with d¢7jxayev, occurring also in some witnesses in Matthew and 
Luke. — Ver. 29. Only B A & (#. ai7@ 6°1.), Copt. have the simple é¢7 6 "Ino. 
(Tisch.) instead of azoxp. 6 'I. elzev, but they are correct. Comp. on ix. 12, 38. 
— h narépa } untépa| The reverse order is found inBC A 106, Copt. Goth. Colb. 
Brix. Lachm. and Tisch. It is to be preferred. 7 watépa was in some cases 
placed first, in accordance with the natural relation ; in some cases also, in 
consideration of ver. 30, it was altogether omitted (D, Cant. Vere. Corb. Harl.). 
On account of ver. 30 7) yuvaixa has also been omitted (BDA &, min. Copt. Arm. 
Vulg. It. Or. Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]). — After «ai the second éve- 
kev is added by Griesb. and Tisch., following preponderating evidence. The 
omission is explained from viii. 35.— Ver. 30. pntépac] Lachm. has pyrépa, 
following A C D, Verss.; the plural was objectionable. — Ver. 31. The article 
before the second éoyuror is indeed deleted by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. [retained 
in Tisch. VIII.]; but following Matt. xix. 30 it dropped out so easily, and, more- 
over, it is found still in such important testimonies, that it must be restored.— 
Ver. 32. cat dxoAov§.] BC* LA 8, 1, Copt. have oi 68 dxodov. This is rightly 
followed by Ewald, and is now adopted by Tisch. The oi dé not being under- 
stood was set aside by xai. But the attestation is to be the more regarded as 
sufficient, that D K, min. Vere. Ver. Chrys. are not to be reckoned in favor of 
the Recepla, because they altogether omit «. axod. é¢08., of which omission the 
homoioteleuton was manifestly the cause. — Ver. 33. The article before ypayp. 
(Elz.) is, with Scholz and Tisch. (in opposition to Griesb. Matth. Fritzsche, and 
Lachm.), to be maintained. The testimony in favor of its omission is not pre- 
ponderating, and comp. Matt. xx. 18.— Ver. 34. The order étuxticover air. x. 
paotty. ait. (Lachm. Tisch. Rinck) is found in BC L A 8, min. vss., including 
Vulg. and codd. It. [accepted by recent editors, R. V.], But the éuraig. and 
éurtéc. were considered as belonging together. Comp. Luke xviii. 33. — Elz. has 
TH ToiTy NUépa ; SO also Fritzsche, Scholz. ButBC DLA 8, vss. have pera 
tpei¢ tuépac. Approved by Griesb. Schulz, adopted by Lachm. Tisch. [recent 
editors, R. V.]. The Recepta is to be maintained. See on ix. 31. [The evi- 
dence is so strong against the Rec., that to follow it here is to nullify the best 
critical principles.] — Ver. 35. After airyo. Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have oe, 
following A B C L A &** min. vss. To be adopted. It was easily passed over 
as being superfluous. D K have it before the verb. An incorrect restoration. 
8 * has entirely omitted 6 é4v down to dd¢ jyiv. — Ver. 36. roujoai we dyiv] Lachm. 
Tisch. have roujow tuiv, which was also approved by Griesb. [Treg., W. and 
Hort (text) omit we, which Tisch., Weiss (8 B) place before roujow.] An al- 
teration in remembrance of passages such as x, 51, xiv. 12, Matt. xx. 32, in 


128 THE GOSPEL OF MARK. 


which also the bare subjunctive was sometimes completed by iva roujow. — Ver. 
38. Instead of «ai (in Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche) read, with Rinck, Lachm. and 
Tisch., 7, which Griesb. also approved, following B C*¥ DL A 8, min. Copt. 
Arm. Ar. Vulg. It. Or.; xaé came from ver. 39.—In ver. 40 also 7 is to be 
adopted on almost the same evidence (with Rinck, Lachm., and Tisch.) ; xaiis 
from Matt. xx. 23. — After ciwy. Elz. has yov, which is deleted on decisive evi- 
dence. — Ver. 42. Read xa? rpockad. aitode 6 ’Inoovc, with Lachm. and Tisch., 
following BC D LA 8, 406, Syr. Copt. codd. It. The Recepta' is from Matt. 
xx, 25, — Ver. 43. Instead of the first éora, Lachm, and Tisch. have éoriv, which 
Schulz also approved, in accordance with B C* DLA 8, Vulg. It. The future 
came in from Matt., and on account of what follows. — Ver. 44. duav yevécbac] 
Lachm. has év éyiv elvat, following important evidence [W. and Hort, R. V., 
with 8B C* L A, Vulg. Copt.], but it is from Matt. xx, 27. [Weiss accepts a 
combined text : dudv elvar, so D.]— Ver. 46. After rv@Aé¢ read with Tisch. mpo- 
cairnc, omitting the subsequent tpooatév. So B LA Copt. Comp. 8, rvodo¢ 
Kal tpooaitnc. The Recepta is from Luke xviii. 35.— Ver. 47. [Tisch., recent 
editors, R. V., with BL A, Vulg., read Nafapnvéc. |—6é vidc] Lachm. has vig, follow- 
ing BC L A 8, min. [So Tisch., recent editors, R.V.] From Luke. Comp. 
ver. 48. — Ver. 49. airov dwrnIjva] BCL A &, min. Copt. have guvjoate airév.. 
So Fritzsche and Tisch. And rightly ; the accusative with the infinitive was 
introduced through the fact of éxéAevoev being written instead of eizev after Luke 
xviii. 40 (so still Ky. 48, It. Vulg.), and remained, after cizev was restored, the 
more easily because Luke has it also. — éyeme] See on ii. 9. — Ver. 50. avactac] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have dvarndjoac, according to B D LA 8, min, vss. (in- 
cluding Vulg. It.) Or. The Recepla is a “scriptorum jejunitas’’ that mistakes 
the peculiarity of Mark (Tisch.).—-Ver. 51. The form fa@Bovri (Elz. fa ovi) 
has decisive evidence. [W. and Hort have paGBovvei, following B (and A: paB- 
Bove), Other variations occur.]— Ver. 52. Instead of 7@ ’Iyoov (Elz., Scholz, 
Rinck), ABC DLA ®& have air@ (Tisch.), which attestation is decisive. 


Vv. 1-9. See on Matt. xix. 1-8. — xaxeifev] points back to ix. 88. —xat 
répav Tov’ Lopddvov] see the critical remarks. He came to the borders of Judaea, 
and that* on the further side ef Jordan, ‘ipsa Samaria ad dextram relicta,” 
‘* Samaria itself was left to the right” (Beza). At Jericho He came again to 
this side, ver. 46. See, moreover, on Matt. xix. 1.—xal ovpmop. «.7.A.] 
And there gathered together to Him again crowds of people. dtu, for pre- 
viously, at ix. 30 ff., He had withdrawn Himself from the people. — Ver. 2. 
Mark has not the properly tempting element in the question, but it is found 
in Matt.: xara macay airiav (see on Matt. xix. 3). That this element was not 
also preserved in the tradition which Mark here follows, may very naturally 
be explained from the reply of Jesus, which ran unconditionally (even accord- 
ing to Matt. vv. 4-6). Mark therefore has not the original form of the ques- 
tion,” nor does he make the question be put more captiously (Fritzsche), nor 
has he made use of Matthew incorrectly, or with alterations consonant to his 
own reflection (Saunier, Baur), because the Jewish points of dispute as to 
divorcee were to him indifferent (Késtlin) ; but he follows a defective tradi- 


‘See Fritzsche, Quaest. Luc. p. 9 ff.; 2 Bleek, Weiss, Holtzmann, Schenkel, 
Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 145. Harless, Hhescheid. p. 80. 


CHAP, X., 10-12. 129 


tion, which in this particular is completed and corrected in Matthew. 
[See Note LXL, p.137.] De Wette’s conjecture is arbitrary, that Mark pre- 
supposes that the Pharisees had already heard of the view of Jesus on 
divorce, and wished to.induce Him to a renewed declaration on the subject. 
The perilous element of the question does not turn on the divorce of Herod 
(Ewald, Lange). See on Matthew. — Ver. 3. Here also the tradition, which 
Mark follows, deviates from Matthew, who represents that the command- 
ment of Moses is brought into question not by Jesus, but by the Pharisees, 
and that as an objection against the answer of Jesus. But it is more natural 
and more forcible that the reply of Jesus should start immediately from 
Deut. xxiv. 1, and should first elicit this Mosaic év7047—on the right estima- 
tion of which depended the point at issue—from the mouth of the ques- 
tioners themselves, in order thereupon to attach to it what follows.—Ver. 
4. inérpee] emphatically prefixed (see the critical remarks) : Moses per- 
mitted, in saying which their éfeorv, ver. 2, is present to their minds. See, 
moreover, on Matt. v. 81. They prudently refrain from saying évereiAato. — 
Ver. 5. 7. évrodjv rabr.] the commandment of the putting forth a writing of 
divorcement. — Ver. 6. The subject (as 6 Ocdc is not genuine) is to be taken 
out of Kricewe (6 Kriothe).1— Ver. 7. Christ makes Adam’s words at Gen. ii. 
44 His own. It is otherwise, but less directly and concisely, given in 
Matthew. — évexev rotrov|] because God created men as male and female—in 
order to correspond with this arrangement of the Creator. — The futures in- 
dicate what will happen in cases of marrying according to God’s ordinance. 
Vv. 10-12. See on Matt. xix. 9. The two Evangelists differ from one 
another here in respect of the place, of the persons to whom Jesus is speak- 
ing, and partially of the contents of what He says. Certainly Matthew has 
furnished the original shape of the matter, since what Mark makes Jesus say 
only in the house and merely to His disciples (ver. 11 with the not original 
amplification of ver. 12) is withal an essential element of the reply to the 
Pharisees, and does not bear the character of a special private instruction, 
whereas the private communication to the disciples, Matt. xix. 10-12, which 
as such is just as appropriate as it is original, is indeed ‘+ the crown of the 
whole” (Ewald). [See Note LXIL., p. 137.] — cic ryv oixiav] having come into 
the house (in which at that time they were lodging). The same brevity of 
expression oceurs at xiii. 9.—- rad oi pabytai] again the disciples, as previ- 
ously the Pharisees. — rep? robrov] (see the critical remarks) : upon this sub- 
ject. Me Ver. 11. éx’ airhy | in reference to her, the woman that is put away.*— 
Mark has not the jj éx? ropveia (Matt.), which makes no essential difference, 
as this ground of divorce is obvious of itself as such. See on Matt. v. 32.° 
— Ver. 12. Kat dav yur) aroAboy x.7.2.] Matthew has quite a different saying. 


1 See Kiihner, II. p. 36, 4. Comp. Calvin and Bengel: ‘“‘in illam,” 
2 Observe that Jesus here of necessity ‘* toward her.’ It is only thus that its em- 
presupposes the acknowledgment of the phatic bearing is brought out ; the marry- 
principle of monogamy. Theophylact and ing of the second wife makes him an adul- 
many others, including Lange, Ewald, and terer towards the first. ; 
Bleek, have erroneously referred av7jv to 3 Comp. also Hofmann, Schrifibew. If. 2, 
the second wife. Erasmus appropriately p. 410. 
says: ‘tin injuriam illius,” “* to her injury.” 
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The narrative of Mark is certainly not original (in opposition to Schenkel), 
but puts into the mouth of Jesus what was the custom among the @reeksand 
Romans, namely, that the wife also might be the divorcing party, and very 
often actually was so,’ which was not competent to the Jewish wife (Deut. 
xxiv. 1; Josephus, Anit. xv. 7. 10), for the instances of Michal (1 Sam. 
xxv. 41), of Herodias (Matt. xiv. 4 f.), and of Salome (Josephus, Antt. xv. 
7. 10) are abnormal in respect of their rank ; and the cases in which, accord- 
ing to the Rabbins, the wife might require that the husband should give 
her a writing of divorcement,’ do not belong to the question here, where the 
wife herself is the party who puts away. The proposition in the passage 
before us is derived from an Hellenic amplification of the tradition,* which, 
however, in Matthew is again excluded. [See Note LXIL., p. 187.] Comp. 
Harless, p. 25 f. According to Kuinoel (comp. Lange), Jesus purposed to 
give to the apostles, as future teachers of the Gentiles, the instruction re- 
quisite for judging in such a case. But he must have said as much, as the 
question had reference to the Jewish relation of divorce. — poryarar] the sub- 
ject is the woman (comp. v. 11), not the ddroc. Moreover, Grotius appro- 
priately says : ‘‘ Mulier ergo, cum domina sui non sit . . . omnino adulterium 
committit, non interpretatione aliqua aut per consequentiam, sed directe. 
Ideo non debuit hic addi éw airdv,” ‘‘ Therefore the woman, when she is 
not mistress of herself, . . . commits adultery in general, not by a certain in- 
terpretation or by consequence, but directly. For this reason é’ abrév 
should not be added here.” 

Vy. 13-16. See on Matt. xix. 13-15, who gives the narrative only by way 
of extract. Comp. Luke xvili, 15-17. —dyera:] From the mere touch on the 
part of the holy man, who assuredly was also knownas a friend of children, 
they hoped to derive blessing for their children. So too Luke. It is other- 
wise in Matthew, in whose account, instead of the fowch, there is already in- 
troduced here the more definite laying on of hands, which was performed by 
Jesus at ver. 16. — Ver. 15 7yavakryce] ‘ propter impedimentum amori suo a 
discipulis oblatum,” ‘on account of the hindrance opposed to His love by 
the disciples” (Benge). — Ver. 15 is also adopted by Luke xviii. 17, but not 
by the abbreviating Matthew. Whosoever shall not have received the kingdom 
of the Messiah as a child, i.e., in the moral condition, which resembles the in- 
nocence of childhood (comp. Matt. xviii. 3) ; Theophylact appropriately 
SayS : Tov Exovtuv &E doKhoewe THv aKkaxiav, hy Ta wala Eyovow ard dboewe, 
‘those having by exercise the guilelessness which children have by nature.” 
—In 6égjra the kingdom (which the coming Messiah establishes) is con- 
ceived as coming (ix. 1; Matt. vi. 10 ; Luke xvii. 20, al.). It iserroncous to 
explain the Baova. r. Ocon as the preaching of the kingdom.4 — Ver. 16. évayxad] 
as at ix. 36. —xatyvAdy.] only occurs in this place in the New Testament ; it 
is stronger than the simple form, Plut. Amator, 4; Tob. xi. 1, 17. It ex- 


1See on 1 Cor. vii. 18, and Wetstein in 5 According to Baur, from a reflection of 
loc. ; also Banz in Meuschen, WN. 7. ex Talm. Mark on the equalrights of the two sexes. 


il. p. 680 ff. 4Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, 
2 See Saalschiitz, Mos. R. p. 806 f. Kuinoel, and many others. 


CHAP. X., 17-27. TS 
presses here the earnestness of His interest. 
than was asked of Him ! 

Vv. 17-27. See on Matt. xix. 16-26. Comp. Luke xviii. 18-27. As well 
in the question at ver. 17, and in the answer of Jesus vv. 18, 19, as also in 
the account of the address to the disciples, ver. 23 f., and in several little 
peculiar traits, the narrative of Mark is more concrete and more direct. — 
zi¢ 666v] Out of the house, ver. 10, in order to prosecute His journey, ver. 82. 
— yovurer.] not inappropriate (de Wette), but, in connection with rpoodpa- 
nov, representing the earnestness of the inquiry ; both words are peculiar to 
the graphic Mark. With an accusative, as at i. 40. See on Matt. xvii. 14. 
— Ver. 18. The variation from Matthew is so far unessential, as in the lat- 
ter also the predicate ayaQéc¢ is attributed to God only. But in Matthew it 
has become necessary to give to it, in the relation to the question, a turn 
which betrays more a later moulding under reflection,’ than the simple and 
direct primitive form, which we still find in Mark and Luke. [See Note 
LXIUI., p. 137. ] — ri we Aéyece ayabév ; ovdeic «.7.2,] Ingeniously and clearly 
Jesus makes use of the address diddoxade ayafé, in order to direct the ques- 
tioner to the highest moral Ideal, in whose commands is given the solution 
of the question (ver. 19). He did this in such a manner as fo twrn aside 
Srom Himself and to ascribe to God only the predicate ayaféc, which had been 
used by the young man in the customary meaning of holding one in esteem, ? 
but is taken up by Jesus in the eminent and absolute sense. ‘‘ Thou art 
wrong in calling me good ; this predicate, in its complete conception, be~ 
longs to none save One,—that is, God.” * This declaration, however, is no, 
evidence against the sinlessness of Jesus ; rather it is the true expression of 
the necessary moral distance, which the human consciousness—even the 
sinless consciousness, as being human—recognizes between itself and the 
absolute perfection of God.* For the human sinlessness is of necessity rela- 
tive, and even in the case of Jesus was conditioned by the divine-human 
development that was subject to growth ;° the absolute being-good, that 
excludes all having become and becoming so, pertains only to God, who is 
“‘verae bonitatis canon et archetypus,” ‘‘the rule and archetype of true 
goodness” (Beza), Even the man Jesus had to wrestle until He attained 


How much more did Christ do 


1 This primitive form is alleged, indeed, the text (in behalf of which Justin, Apolog. 
by Hilgenfeld (in the theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. j. 16, testifies), if it laid stress, in the e7s 6 
414 ff.; comp. in his Zeitschr. 1883, p. 364 f.) ®cds, on the reference to the supreme God, 
to have been no longer preserved even in the Father of Christ. See also on Luke 
Mark and Luke. He finds it rather in the Xviil. 19. 
form of the words which has been pre- 2 Heeellent teacher, Plat. Mem. p. 93 C: 
served in Justin, c. Tryph. 101, and among comp. the familiar Attic & ayadé or & ’yadé ; 
the Marcosians (similarly in Marcion) : ti we and see Dorvill. a@ Charit. p. 642. 

Aéy. dyaddv ; cis eotiv ayadds, 6 maTip pov, Oo 8 Comp. Ch. F. Fritzsche in Fritzschior. 
év Tots ovpavois; and holds these words to Opuse. p. 78 fE. 


have been altered, in order to deprive them 
of their probative force in favor of the 
Gnostic distinction between the perfect 
God and the imperfect Creator of the world. 
But the Gnostic exegesis might find this pro- 
bative force just as suitably in our form of 


4Comp. Dorner, Jesu stindlose Volikom- 
menh. p. 14. 

5 Luke ii. 52; Heb. v. 8; Luke iv. 13, xxii, 
28; comp. Ullmann in the Stud. u. Krit, 
1842, p. 700. 
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the victory and peace of the cross.’ [See Note LXIII., p. 187.] This is 
overlooked from dogmatic misunderstanding in the often attempted (see 
as early as Augustine, ¢. Maxim. iii. 23 ; Ambros, de fide, ii. 1) and variously 
turned makeshift,® that Jesus rejected that predicate only from the stand- 
point of the questioner (if thou regardest me as only a human teacher, then 
thou art wrong in calling me good, etc.). Wimmer * thinks that the young 
man had been ambitious, had said d:ddoxate ayabé as captatio benevolentiae, 
‘Ca feint of good-will,” and presupposed the existence of ambition also in 
Jesus ; that, therefore, Jesus wished to point hisattention by the ri ye Aéyece 
aya0dv to his fault, and by the ovdetc ayabdc «.7.2. to bring to his knowledge the 
unique condition of all being-good, in the sense : ‘‘ Nobody is to be called 
good, if the only God be not called good, é.e., if He be not assumed and 
posited as the only condition of all goodness.” In this explanation the 
premisses are ¢mported, and the interpretation itself is incorrect ; since with 
ovdele k.T.2., Aéyerae cannot be supplied, but only éori, as it so frequently is in 
general propositions (Kiihner, II. p. 40), and since ovdei¢ ei 7 means nothing 
else than nemo nisi, i.e., according to the sense, no one except (Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 524). — Ver. 19. The certainly original position of the pu dovetc. 
is to be regarded as having at that time become traditional. Comp. Weiz- 
siicker, p. 356. — 7 aroorep.| is not a renewed expression of the seventh 
commandment (Heupel, Fritzsche), against which may be urged its position, 
as well as the unsuitableness of adducing it twice ; neither is it an expres- 
sion of the tenth commandment, as far as the coveting applies to the plun- 
dering another of his property (Bengel, Wetstein, Olshausen, de Wette), 
against which may be urged the meaning of the word, which, moreover, 
does not permit us to think of a comprehension of all the previous commands 
(Beza, Lange ); but it applies to Deut. xxiv. 14 (ob droorephaeue jucbdv révy- 
toc [A. V., ‘‘thou shalt not oppress a hired servant that is poor and needy”’], 
where the Roman edition has ob« azaduxqoere pp. .), to which also Mal. iii. 3, 
Ecclus. iv. 1, refer. Comp. also LXX. Ex. xxi. 10. Jesus, however, quotes 
the originally special command according to its moral universality : thou shalt 
not withhold. [See Note LXIYV., p. 187 seq.] According to Kuinoel, He is 
thinking of Lev. xix. 13 (ob« aduwjoere «.7.2.), with which, however, the char- 
acteristic doatephoys is not in accordance. Least of all it can be taken 
together with riya k.7.4., so that it would be the prohibitory aspect of the 
commanding riya «.7.A.,4 against which may be decisively urged the simi- 
larity of form to the preceding independent commands, as well as the hal- 
lowed and just as independent tive «.7.2. ; moreover, Mark must have written 
pH arootep. TLV Tov Tarépa K.T.A., in order to be understood. In Matthew 
this command does not appear ; while, on the other hand, he has the dya- 
mhoew Tov TAyotov «.7.2., Which is wanting in Mark and Luke. These are 
various forms of the tradition. But since dyanfoee #.7.A. (which also 
occurred in the Gospel of the Hebrews) is most appropriate and charac- 


1 Comp. Keim, geschichtl. Chr. p. 89 ff., 2, p. 1106 f, 
and, moreover, at p. 108 ff. : 3 In the Stud. wu. Krit. 1845, p. 115 ff. 
2See Theophylact, Erasmus, Bengel, 4 So Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 891. 
Mshausen, Ebrard ; comp. also Lange, II. 
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teristic, and the 7) aroorepiaye is so peculiar that it could hardly have been 
added as an appendix to the tradition, Ewald’s conjecture (Jab. I. p. 132) 
that the original nwmber of these commandments was seven, is not improba- 
ble. That which did not occur in the Decalogue was more easily omitted 
than (in opposition to Weizsiicker) added. — Ver. 20. didéoxare] not dyabé 
again. — Ver. 21. #ydrycev aitévy] means nothing else than : He loved him, 
felt a love of esteem .(dilectio) for him, conceived an affection for him, which 
impression He derived from the éuf2érew ai7é. He read at once in his 
countenance genuine anxiety and effort for everlasting salvation, and at the 
same time fervid confidence in Himself. The conception of meritwm de con- 
gruo is altogether foreign to the passage. Grotius appropriately remarks : 
“Camat Christus non virtutes tantum, sed et semina virtutum, suo tamen 
gradu,” ‘‘ Christ loves not only virtues, but also the seeds of virtues, yet in 
their degree.” The explanation : blandis eum compellavit verbis, ‘ urged 
him with bland words,”’ is founded merely on the passage in Homer, 
Od. xxiii. 214, where, nevertheless, it is to be explained likewise as ¢o love.? 
— éy oo borepei] see on John ii. 2. Yet, instead of oo, according to B C M 
D &, min., ce is, with Tischendorf, to be read. Comp. Ps. xxiii. 1. The 
cot occurred more readily (comp. Luke) to the transcribers. — dpac r. cravp. | 
Matt. xvi. 24; Mark vill. 34. It completes the weighty demand of that 
which he still lacks for the attainment of salvation ; which demand, how- 
ever, instead of bringing salutarily to his knowledge the relation of hisown 
inward life to the divine law, was the rock on which he made shipwreck. 
[But see critical notes.]— Ver. 22. orvyvicac] having become sullen, out of 
humor. Except in the Schol. Aesch. Pers. 470, and Matt. xvi. 3, the verb 
only occurs again in the LXX. at Ezek. xxvii. 35, xxviii: 19, xxxii. 10. — 
jv yap éxyov| for he was in possession of much wealth. [See Note LXV., p. 
138.]— Ver. 23. On the significant and solemn repuBAérerv, comp. ili. 5, 34 ; 
Luke vi. 10. Comp. also éuBré pac, vv. 21, 27, — oi Ta xphuata éxovtec| The 
article ra is to beexplained swmmarily. The possessions are regarded as an 
existing whole, which is possessed by the class of the wealthy. — Ver. 24. 
The repetition of the utterance of Jesus is touched with emotion (réxva) and 
milder (rov¢ reroibdrac x.7.A.), but then, at ver. 25, again declaring the state 
of the case with decision and with enhanced energy,—an alternation of feel- 
ing, which is to be acknowledged (in opposition to Fritzsche), and which 
involves so much of what is peculiar and psychologically true, that even 
in todc meroéracg x.t.A. there is not to be found a modification by tradition 
interpreting the matter in an anti-Hbionitie sense, or a mitigation found to 
be necessary in a subsequent age.* These words, which are intended to dis- 
close the moral ground of the case as it stands, belong, in fact, essentially 
to the scene preserved by Mark in its original form. — Ver. 26. dia r7¢ rpupar. 
k.t.A.] through the eye of the needle. The two articles are generic ; see Bern- 


1Casaubon, Wolf, Grotius, Wetstein, namely, thus as J do now, when I have em- 
Kuinoel, Vater, Fritzsche, and others. braced thee, ete., v. 207 f. 
2 Penelope in this passage says to her 3 Baur, K6stlin, p. 829, Hilgenfeld, Holtz- 


husband : be not angry that Iloved thee not mann. 
thus (a8 ayénnoa) as soon as I saw thee,— 
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hardy, p. 315. Observe also the vivid change : fo go through . . . to enter 
into. — Ver. 26. xai] at the beginning of the question : cum vi auctiva ita 
ponitur, ut is, qui interrogat, cum admiratione quadam alterius orationem 
excipere ex eaque conclusionem ducere significetur, qua altcrius sententia 
confutetur,” ‘‘thus placed with an ascensive force, that he who asks may 
signify that he receives with a certain wonder the discourse of another, and 
that he draws from it a conclusion by which the opinion of the other is 
confuted.”} 

Vv. 28-31. See on Matt. xix. 27-30 ; Luke xviii. 28-30. Matthew is in 
part more complete (ver. 28 coming certainly under this description), in 
part abridging (ver. 29), but, even with this abridgment, more original. 
See on Matt. xix. 29. — #pEaro] ‘‘ spe ex verbis salvatoris concepta,” ‘‘ hope 
being received from the word of the Saviour,” Bengel. — The question in 
Matthew, 1/ dpa éora: ju., is obvious of itself, even although unexpressed 
(not omitted by Mark in the Petrine interest, as Hilgenfeld thinks), and 
Jesus understood it. — Ver. 29 f. The logical link of the two clauses is : 
No one has forsaken, etc., if he shall not have (at some time) received, i.e., if 
the latter event does not occur, the former has not taken place ; the hun- 
dredfold compensation is so certain, that its non-occurrence would presup- 
pose the not haying forsaken. The association of thought in iv. 22 (not in 
Matt. xxvi. 42) is altogether similar. Instead of the 7, there is introduced 
in the second half of the clause xai ; which is : and respectively. The prin- 
ciple of division of ver. 30 is : He is (1) to receive a hundredfold now, in 
the period prior to the manifestation of the Messiah, namely, a hundred 
times as many houses, brothers, etc.; and (2) to receive in the coming 
period (‘‘ jam in adventu est,” ‘‘now is in the Advent,” Bengel), after the 
Parousia, the everlasting life of the Messiah’s kingdom.—The plurals, 
which express the number a hundred, plainly show that the promised com- 
pensation in the «arpi¢ obtoc is not to be understood literally, but generally, 
of very abundant compensation. Nevertheless, the delicate feeling of Jesus 
has not said yvvaixag also. So much the more clumsy was Julian’s scoff (see 
Theophylact) that the Christians were, moreover, to receive a hundred 
wives ! The promise was realized, in respect of the ka:pd¢ ovtoc, by the re- 
ciprocal manifestations of love,? and by the wealth in spiritual possessions, 
2 Cor. vi. 8-10; by which passage is illustrated, at the same time, in a noble 
example, the pera dwyyov (comp. Matt. v. 10 ff., x. 28, xiii. 21, xxiii. 34). 
The latter does not mean: after persecutions (Heinsius conjectured pera 
dwypdv, aS also a few min. read), but : inter persceutiones (in the midst of 
persecutions, where one ‘‘omnium auxilio destitui videtur,” ‘“‘seems to be 
deprived of the aid of all,” Jansen), designating the accompanying circum- 


1 Kiihner, a@ Xen, Mem. i. 3. 10; Hartung, finds father, mother, brethren, possessions 
Partikell. 1. p. 146 f. Comp. John ix. 36, more than ever he could forsake.” See, ¢.g., 
Xiv. 22. on pytépas, Rom. xvi. 13; on téxva, 1 Cor. 

2Comp. Luther’s gloss: ‘‘He who be- iv. 14 ff.; on adeAdovs, all the Epistles of the 
lieveth must suffer persecution, and stake New Testament and the Acts of the Apos- 
everything upon his faith. Nevertheless he tles (also ii. 44), 
has enough; whithersoever he comes, he 
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stances (Bernhardy, p. 255), the shadow of which makes prominent the light 
of the promise. — Ver. 31. But many—so independent is the greater or lower 
reception of reward in the life eternal of the earlier or later coming to me— 
many that are first shall be last, and they that are last shall in many cases be 
Jirst (see on Matt. xix. 30, xx. 16) ; so that the one shall be equalized with 
the other in respect of the measuring out of the degree of reward. A doc- 
trine assuredly, which, after the general promise of the great recompense in 
ver. 29 f., was quite in its place to furnish a wholesome check to the ebulli- 
tion of greediness for reward in the question of the disciples, ver. 28 (for 
the disciples, doubtless, belonged to the rpéror). There is therefore the less 
reason to attribute, with Weiss, a different meaning to the utterance in 
Mark from that which it has in Matthew. 

Vv. 32-34. See on Matt. xx. 17-19. Comp. Luke xviii. 31-33. Mark is 
more detailed and more characteristic than Matthew. — joav 62 év ri 606] 
The occurrence with the rich young man had happened, while they went out 
elc 606, ver. 17; now they were on the way (avaBaivortec is not to be 
taken with jcav). Jesus moves on before ‘‘ more intrepidi ducis,” ‘‘in the 
intrepid fashion of a leader” (Grotius), and the disciples were amazed ; but 
they who followed were afraid,’ for the foreboding of a serious and grave fu- 
ture had taken hold of them, and they beheld Him thus incessantly going, 
and themselves being led, to meet it ! See vv. 24-26, the pera duwypu., ver. 30, 
and the declaration, ver. 31. Comp. John xi. 7-16. — dA] refers neither 
to xi. 81 (de Wette), where there is nothing said of any rapatauPavew, nor 
to ix. 85 (Fritzsche), where the égévyce tote dédexa, Which happened in the 
_ house, is withal something entirely different ; but to—what is just related— 
the partial separation of Jesus from His disciples on the way, after they had 
previously gone together. Only in part had they followed Him fearfully ; 
most of them had remained behind on the way amazed ; He now made a 
pause, and took again to Himself all the Twelve (hence in this place there 
is put not merely airotc, but rode dddsxa). — jpEato] so that He broke the 
previous silence. — Ver. 34. The Gentiles are the subject of éuraié. as far as 
aroxt. (comp. Matthew). Instead of droxtevotory Matthew has the definite, 
but certainly later, erucifying. 

Vv. 35-45. See on Matt. xx. 20-28. Luke has not this scene. —As to 
the variation from Matt. xx. 20 f., where the peculiar putting forward of 
the mother is” to be regarded as the historically correct form, see on Mat- 
thew. —@éAouev, iva] as at vi. 25; John xvii. 24; and comp. on Luke vi. 
35. — Ver. 87. év ti 06&q cov] not : when thou hast attained to Thy glory (de 
Wette), but : in Thy glory, which will surround us then, when we sit so 
near to Thee. — Vert. 38. 7] o7, in other words. — The presents rivw and 
Barrifoua picture the matter as being realized. The cup and baptism of Jesus 
represent martyrdom. In the case of the figure of baptism, however (which 


1 According to the reading ot 5 aod, epof- them who followed Jesus as He went for- 
odvro ; see the criticalremarks. The matter, ward did so only fearfully. As to this use 
namely, is to be conceived in this way, that of ot 6€, see on Matt. xxviii. 17. 
the majority of the disciples stayed behind 2In opposition to Holtzmann, Weiz- 
on the way in perplexity, but those among sicker, and others. 
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latter Matthew by way of abridgment omits ; it is alleged by Baur that 
Mark has taken it from Luke xii. 50), the point of the similitude lies in the 
being submerged, not in the purification (forgiveness of sins), as the Fathers 
have apprehended the baptism of blood (see Suicer, I. p. 627), which is not 
appropriate to Jesus. Comp. the classical use of xaradiew and Barriger, to 
plunge (immergere) into sufferings, sorrows, and the like.’— Ver. 40. 7] or 
else on the left, not put inappropriately (Fritzsche) ; the disciples had 
desired both places of honor, and therefore Jesus now says that none de- 
pends on Him, whether the sitting be on the right hand or else on the left. 
— GA oi¢ jroiwacta] Matthew has added the correctly explanatory amplifi- 
cation : id Tod matpd¢ pov. — Ver. 41. 7pEavro] Jesus, namely, at once ap- 
peased their indignation. — Ver. 42. oi doxovvrec apyew]| peculiar to Mark 
and original, denoting the essential basis of the Gentile rule,—the having 
the repute of rulers,—-not equivalent to oi dpyorrec,? but: ‘qui censentur 
imperare, 7.¢., quos gentes habent et agnoscunt, quorum imperio pareant,” 
‘¢who are accounted to rule, z.e., whom the Gentiles have and acknowledge, 
whose rule they submit to” (Beza, comp. Casaubon and Grotius). Comp. 
Gal. 1. 9 ; Winer, p. 540 [E. T. 613] ; MGller, newe Ansichten, p. 158 ff., who, 
however, as Fritzsche also explains : who imagine themselves to rule, which in 
itself (as rév é0vdv refers to the Gentiles, whose rulers were no shadow-kings) 
and in respect of the context (which requires the general idea of rulers) is 
unsuitable. Compare, moreover, the close echo of the passage before us in 
Luke xxii. 25 from tradition. — Ver. 43. The reading éoriy is as little inap- 
propriate (in opposition to Fritzsche) as Matt. xx. 26. — Ver. 45. kai yap] 
Jor even. As the master, so the disciples, Rom. xv. 3. 

Vv. 46-52. See on Matt. xx. 29-34. Comp. Luke xviii. 35-43. Matthew 
has abridged the narrative, and, following a later tradition (comp. on Matt. 
viii. 28), doubled the persons. [See Note LXVI., p. 188.] Only Mark has 
the name of the blind man, which is not interpolated (Wilke), and certainly 
is from trustworthy tradition. — Bapriuaoc| The patronymic “S20 13, as 
was often the case (comp. Bapodouaioc, Bapiycovc, BapoaBac), had become al- 
together a proper name, so that Mark even expressly prefixes to it 6 vid¢ 
Tiuwaiov, which, however, may be accounted for by the fact of Timaeus being 
well known, possibly as having become a Christian of note. —rvAd¢ rpocat- 
tg] (see the critical remarks) : a blind beggar. — Ver. 47. ‘‘ Magna fides, 
quod caecus filium Davidis appellat, quem ei Nazaraeum praedicabat popu- 
lus,” ‘* Great faith, in that the blind man calls Him Son of David whom the 
multitude was proclaiming as the Nazarene,” Bengel. — Ver. 49. @dpce, 
éyeipe, duvet ce] a hasty asyndeton.* — Ver. 50. aroBar. rd iudr.] depicts the 
joyous eagerness, with which also the avarndjcac is in keeping (see the crit- 
ical remarks).*— Ver. 51. /a8Sovvé] °2931, usually : domine mi, ‘‘ my Lord.” 


1Xen. Cyrop. vi. 1. 87; Wesseling, ad Rosenmiller, and many more. 


Diod. 1. p. 433. On the construction, comp. > Comp. Nagelsbach, Anm. 2. Iias, ed. 3, 
Ael. H. A. iii. 42: 6 woppupiwy AoveTat 7d TaV p. 80. 

Teptatepav Aovtpov, a. See in general, Lo- 4 Comp. Hom. Z/. ii. 183: 67 Sé Féeuw, aro dé 
beck, Paralip. p. 520. xAatvay Bare, Acts iii. 8; Dem. 403, 5. 


*Gataker, Raphel, Homberg, Kypke, 


NOTES. 33% 


See Buxtorf, Lex. Talm. p. 2179. Yet the yod, as in°35, may also be only 
paragogic (Drusius, Michaelis, Fritzsche) ; and this latter view is precisely 
on account of the analogy of ‘35 more probable, and is confirmed by the in- 
terpretation diddoxade in John xx. 16. The form °2)37 is, we may add, 
more respectful than °37. Comp. Drusius. 


Norres py American Eprror. 


LXI. Ver. 2. ec é&eori x.7.2. 


Weiss ed. Mey. says that ‘‘ Mark has the original form of the question,’’ that 
he ‘‘certainly does not follow a defective tradition,” and that throughout the 
chapter up to ver. 45 ‘‘the presentation of Mark is the original one, although 
here and there, especially in the latter parts, sayings from the older source 
show themselves.’ He also objects to the common view that a new division of 
the Gospel begins with this chapter ; on the contrary, he thinks that the matter 
from chap. vili. 27 to x. 45 was joined together because of an internal connec- 
tion. But the historical character of the narrative is thrown too much in the 
background by this theory. 


LXI. Ver. 10. ei¢ tiv oixiav. 


In the opinion of Weiss (ed. Mey.) Mark is correct, while Matthew, though 
following Mark, is inaccurate in making this a part of the reply to the Phari- 
sees. The fuller statements of Mark, moreover, belong to a more private dis- 
course, in which the disciples were to receive special instructions on this impor- 
tant topic. With this view it is allowable to explain ‘‘into the house,” as 
meaning ‘‘ within doors,” there being nothing to indicate what house it was. 
Weiss ed. Mey. omits the sentence : ‘‘ The proposition in the passage before 
us is derived from an Hellenic tradition,’ etc. There is nothing whatever to 
prove its ‘‘Hellenic’’ character, and Meyer’s conjecture is no more valuable than 
that of Baur (see foot-note). 


LXII. Ver. 18. ri we Aéyerg ayabdr ; 


The Rec. text in Matthew has undoubtedly been altered to conform to Mark 
and Luke. There is abundant evidence that the correct reading there is: 
““Why askest thou me of that which is good?’ Such corrections of the text 
are based on weighty authorities. But for statements respecting the ‘ primi- 
tive form” and ‘‘later moulding under reflection” we have no evidence what- 
ever ; Justin’s testimony does not help us to a solution. On the theory that the 
Evangelists had some adequate knowledge of the facts, the view that both 
points (the “ood things” and ‘‘the good person”) were included in the dia- 
logue, is quite probable.—Weiss ed. Mey. significantly omits the sentence ; 
‘«« Even the man Jesus had to wrestle until He attained the victory and peace 
of the cross,” 

LXIV. Ver. 19. pu) aroorepyanc. 


There seems to be no valid objection to regarding this prohibition, contain- 
ing a word used several times in the O. T. precepts, as here corresponding to the 
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tenth commandment. The reference to Deut. xxiv. 14 seems doubtful, since 
it is based on a single word. Weiss ed. Mey., however, while favoring the view 
that this takes the place of the tenth commandment, refers it to the desire for 
the possessions of others which the rich man often manifests in withholding 
from others their dues. 


LXY. Ver, 22. qv yap éyov. 


The R. V. is more grammatical in its rendering: ‘“‘for he was one that had 
great possessions.’’ The participle thus receives its proper force, and is not 
taken with 7#v as a periphrastic imperfect ; comp. Buttmann, N. T. Grammar, 
p. 310. 


LXVI. Vv. 46-52. 


Weiss ed. Mey. says of this account of the healing of the blind man: ‘‘ Mark 
narrates the story with reminiscences of the narrative of the healing of two 
blind men, from the older source, preserved in Matthew ix. 27-30, to which 
Matthew reverts still more strongly.’’ This is not the place to discuss the re- 
lation of the two accounts given in the first Gospel, but the theory of Weiss in- 
volves confusion and carelessness on the part of the writer of that Gospel such 
as cannot well be admitted. On the other hand, the acceptance of a later tra- 
dition (Meyer) does not seem compatible with abridgment on the part of 
Matthew. If, as he holds, Luke also follows a later tradition, why does not 
that Evangelist double the persons? ‘The harmonists are indeed open to cen- 
sure for their unwarranted exegesis in the interests of conformity, but that 
does not justify any one in making the narratives less trustworthy, by not only 
magnifying the divergences, but by accounting for them in a way that, if al- 
lowed in one case, must open the door to constant subtractions from the de- 
tails, according to the taste or fancy of the commentator, 
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CHAPTER XI. 


Ver. 1. Lachm. and Tisch. read (instead of cic By6¢d. x. ByO.) merely kai eic 
ByGaviav ; but the evidence is not sufficient (D, Vulg. codd, It. Or. (twice) Jer.) 
to entitle us to derive the Recepla from Luke xix. 29. An old clerical error, oc- 
casioned by the similar beginnings of the two local names ; and «ai was inserted 
to connect them. C §& have eic Byfo. x. el¢ By. If this were the original form, 
the omission would occur still more easily. [But Treg., W. and Hort (text), 
Weiss, R. V., accept: ei¢ ByI¢. «. By9.] — The form ‘Tepood/vpa is to be adopted, 
with Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch., following BC DIL A 8, min. Sahid. Or. 
‘TepovoaAnu does not occur elsewhere in Mark, and only in Matthew at xxiii. 37 
(see in loc.) ; in Luke itis the usual form. — arooré/7.e1] Lachm. reads aréoresAev, 
in opposition to decisive evidence. It is from the parallels. — Ver. 2. obdeic] 
Lachm. has oidet¢ otrw ; Fritzsche: ovdérw oideic. The latter is much too 
weakly attested. The former has considerable attestation [A B L A, Vulg., 
accepted by recent editors, R. V.], but with a different position of the viru 
(Tisch. od. avfp. oda), instead of which A has rdérore (from Luke). The 
Recepta is to be defended ; the idea expressed in adhuc was very variously 
brought in. — Avioavteg aitov ayayere] BC L A 8, Copt. Sahid. Vulg. It. Or. have 
Avoate avTov Kai gépere. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Tisch. (Lachm. has 
Aboate ait. K. aydyete). Rightly ; the Recepla is from Luke xix. 30; comp. 
Matt, xxi. 2, whence also originated the reading of Lachm. — Ver. 3. droaréAer] 
Elz. Fritzsche have arooreei, in opposition to decisive evidence. Comp. on 
Matt, xxi. 3. — racy, which B C* D L AS, min. Vere. Colb. Or. (twice) read, 
although it is adopted by Tisch. [Treg. text., W. and Hort text., Weiss, R. V.], 
is an addition from misunderstanding ; the reader probably being misled by 
de, and taking the words as being still a portion of what was to be said by the 
disciples. — Ver. 4. The article before 7@Aov (Elz.) is, in accordance with deci- 
sive evidence, deleted. [Recent editors, with B L A, Copt., omit 77» (before 
Gipav) also.]— Ver. 6. Instead of eizev (so also Lachm. and Tisch.) Elz. Scholz 
have éveteiAaro. But eizev is so weightily attested by B C L A &, min. Or, 
Copt. Aeth. Sahid. Arm. Or. that évereiAaro appears a gloss. D has eipixer. 
which likewise tells in favor of eitev, andis only a change into the pluperfect.— 
Ver. 7. jyayov] BLA &** Or. have ¢épovarv ; approved by Griesb., adopted by 
Tisch. The Recepla is from the parallel passages. — éré3atov] B CD LAX, 
min. Vulg. Cant. Ver. Corb, Vind. Or. have émiZaArovow, Adopted by Griesb. 
Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. The Recepla was derived from the reading #yayov. — 
év’ ait] BC DLA, min. have éz’ airdv, which Griesb. approved, Fritzsche, 
Lachm. Tisch. adopted. The Recepta isa mechanical repetition of the previous 
aito. — Ver. 8. dévdpov] B CLAY, Syr. p. (in the margin) Or. Sahid. have 
aypov, which Fritzsche and Tisch. have rightly adopted. With Tisch., however, 
instead of the whole passage Zxortov . . . 6d6v we must read briefly and simply : 
The Recepta is an expansion from Matthew, whence 


Kopartes tx TOV aypov. 
Thisis wanting in B CL A 8, min. Copt. Sahid. 


also came Aéyortec in ver. 9, 
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Colb. Corb. Or., is regarded as suspicious by Griesb. and Lachm., and is 
deleted by Tisch. — Ver. 10, After Bacideia Elz. has év dvouate kvpiov, against 
preponderating evidence. An awkward repetition from ver. 9.— Ver. 11. kai 
ele 7. lepdv] xai is wanting in BO L M A 8, min. Syr. Arr. Copt. Perss. Arm. 
Vulg. It. Or, Lachm. Tisch.; inserted by way of connection. —Ver. 13. To 
uacpodev, with Griesb., Fritzsche, Lachm. Scholz, Tisch., there is to be added 
a6, upon preponderating evidence. Comp. v. 6. [See Note LXX., p. 147.] — 
Ver. 14. The arrangement ¢ic¢ T. ai. éx. o., as well as pydeic (instead of oddei¢ in 
Elz.), is decisively attested. — Ver. 17. Aéyov aitoi¢] B C L A, min, Copt. 
have kal éAeyev aitoic. So Tisch. The Recepta is from Luke. — éxoujoare] BL 
A, Or. have reroujcate. Adopted by Tisch. The aorist, in itself more familiar, 
came from Luke. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 13. —Ver. 18. The arrangement oi 
apylepelc K. ol ypaup. is decisively attested (Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.), as is also 
the subjunctive drotéowow (Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.), instead of axoAécovow.— 
Ver. 19. ire] BC KL A 8, min. have étav. Wrongly adopted by Tisch. Comp. 
his Proleg. p. lvii. Unsuitable (otherwise at iii.11), and to be regarded as an 
ancient clerical error, [Strongly attested, quite suitable, as referring to a number 
of days ; accepted by Treg. text., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.]— é£eropevero] 
A BKM A, min. vss. have é&eropetovro. So Fritzsche, Lachm. [Treg., W. 
and Hort text., Weiss, R. V. marg.]. But how natural it was here to bring in 
the same number, as in the case of maparop., ver. 20!— Ver. 20. The order 
Tpwl Taparop. is not necessary (in opposition to Fritzsche), but suggested itself 
most naturally after ver. 19, on which account, however, zapazop. tpwi (B C 
DLA X&, min. Ver. Cant.) is precisely to be preferred, with Lachm. and Tisch. 
—Ver. 23. yap] is wanting in B D U8, min. vss. Deleted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. A connective addition. [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8 B 
L A, read riorevy. |] — Aéyer] Lachm, and Tisch. have Aad, following BL N A 8, 
min. ; the more familiar 2éy. slipped in involuntarily. — 6 édv eixy] is wanting 
in BC DL AS, min. Copt. Vulg. It. Deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch., con- 
demned also by Griesb. A confusing gloss, following the foregoing d¢ dv eimy. 
—Ver. 24. dy] is wanting in B C D LAS, min. An addition from Matt. 
xxi. 22. — zpocevyouevoc] BC D L A®, Cant. Vere. Colb. Cypr, have zpoced- 
xeoe kai. So Lachm. and Tisch. The participle is an emendation, because 
it was thought necessary (comp. Matt. xxi. 22) to make doa dependent on 
aiteiobe. — AauPavere] BC LA 8, Copt, have éaaGere. Commended by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; the aorist was not understood, and 
was changed partly into the present, partly into the future (D). — Ver. 25. 
atnxnte] A C D H LM, min. have oryxere. So Lachm. and Tisch. The 
Recepta is an emendation introduced from ignorance. — Ver. 26.'] is wanting 
in BLS A8, min, Copt. Arm. codd. It. Suspected by Fritzsche, deleted by 
Tisch. [Rejected by Treg., W. and Hort, and in R. V. text.; retained by 
Weiss.] But the evidence in favor of omission is the less sufficient for its 
condemnation, that the words do not closely agree with Matt. vi. 15, from 
which place they are said to have come in, but present deviations which are 
im no wise to be attributed to the mechanical transcribers. The omission is 
explained from the homoeoteleuton of vy. 25 and 26. But what M., min. 
further add after ver. 26 is an interpolation from Matt. vii. 7, 8. — Ver. 28. 
[Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B CL A, Copt. read é2eyov.] — Instead of 


1 Ver. 26 is wanting in all the original editions of Luther’s translation. 
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kat Tic read, with Tisch., 7) r/c, which is considerably attested and is supplanted 
by «ai ric in Matthew. — Ver. 29. xdyo] Tisch. has deleted this, in accordance 
with B C? L A; and Lachm., following A K, min. Arm. Germ. 2, Goth., has 
placed it before jude [so Weiss]. It has come in from the parallels, — Ver. 30. 
Before “Iudvv, here, as in Matt. xxi, 25, 76 is to be adopted, with Fritzsche, 
Lachm. Tisch., in accordance with important testimony. It was passed over 
as superfluous ; in Luke it is too weakly attested. — Ver. 31. éAoyiZovro] B C 
DGKLMA &S* min. read: deXoyiGovto, which Griesb. has commended, 
Schulz has approved, Fritzsche, Lachm. [Tisch. VIII, Treg., W. and Hort, 
R. V.] have adopted. With this preponderance of evidence it is the less to 
be derived from Matt. xxi. 25, in proportion to the facility with which the 
syllable AI might be lost in the two last letters of the preceding KAI. %* 
has the manifest clerical error rpoceAoyitovro, which, however, does not pre- 
suppose the simple form. — ojv] is wanting in A C* LM X A, min. vss. 
Deleted by Fritzsche, Lachm. [Rejected by Treg., bracketed by W. and Hort. ] 
It is from the parallels. — Elz. and Fritzsche have afterwards at ver. 32: GAw’ 
éav eitouev. But éav has against it decisive evidence, and is an addition easily 
misunderstood. — érv évtwe] Tisch. has évtwc 671, following B C L S8** min, 
The Recepta is atransposition for the sake of facility. 


Vv. 1-11. See on Matt. xxi, 1-11. Comp. Luke xix. 29-44. Mark nar- 
rates with greater freshness and particularity than Matthew, who partly 
abridges, but partly also already comments (vv. 4, 5) and completes (ver. 
10 f.). —eic Byfd. «. By. ] amore precise local definition to eic 'Tepoc. : when they 
come into the neighborhood of Jerusalem (namely), into the neighborhood of 
Bethphage and Bethany, which places are situated on the Mount of Olives. 
Comp. the double cic, ver. 11. —Ver. 2. ete rHv Kéunv x.t.2] Bethphage, which 
was first named as the nearest to them. See also Matt. xxi. 1 f., where 
Bethany as explanatory is omitted. [See Note LXVIL., p. 146.]— réAov] 
without more precise definition, but, as is obvious of itself, the foal of an ass. 
Judg. x. 4, xii. 14 ; Zech. ix. 9; Gen. xlix. 11. —éq#’ dv otdele «.7.A] This 
notice, which in Matthew is not adopted ? into the narrative, is an addition 
supplied by reflective tradition, arising out of the sacred destination of the 
animal (for to a sacred purpose creatures as yet unused were applied, Num. 
xix. 2; Deut. xxi. 3; 1 Sam. vi. 7; Wetstein én loc.). Comp. Strauss, II. 
p. 276 f. — On ¢épere (see the critical remarks), comp. Gen. xlvil. 16 : ¢épere 
ra krAvyn buav, Hom. Od. iii. 117. Therefore it is not unsuitable (Fritzsche) ; 
even the change of the tenses (Aicate . . . dépere) has nothing objectionable in it. 
See Kiihner, II. p. 80. — Ver. 3. ri] wherefore ; to this corresponds the sub- 
sequent bri, because. — Kai ei9éoc x.7.2.] this Jesus says ; it is not the disciples 
who are to say it (Origen ; comp. the critical remarks), whereby a paltry 
trait would be introduced into the commission. — dade, hither.? [See Note 
LXVIIIL., p. 147.] Not yet so used in Homer. — Ver. 4. ehpov .. . dugddov] 
a description characteristic of Mark ; 1d dudodov and 7 audodog (comp. aygé- 


1 By no means obvious of itself, more- Lange and others. 
over, in the case of the ass’s colt in the nar- 2 Plato, Prot. p. 828 D; Soph. Zrach. 496 ; 
rative of Matthew, since it was already 0. T.%; El, 1149. 
large enough for riding,—in opposition to 
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dvov in Lucian, Rhet. praec. 24, 25) is not simply the way, but the way that 
leads round (winding way).1— Ver. 5. ti rovire x.7.2.] Comp. Acts xxi, 13.— 
Ver. 8. On the only correct form oriBag, not orovBdc, see Fritzsche. The 
meaning is: litter, ard paBdwv kal yAwupov yoptwv otpOotg Kai HbAAwY, “a COV- 
ering of twigs and green grass and leaves,” Hesychius. Very frequent in 
the classical writers. Litter (branches and leaves) was cut from the fields 
that were near (a4ypov, see the critical remarks). — Ver. 10. 7 éoyopévy Baor- 
eta tov warp. hy. A.|t.e., the coming kingdom of the Messiah. Its approaching 
manifestation, on the eve of occurring with the entry of the Messiah, was 
seen in the riding of Jesus into Jerusalem. And it is called the kingdom of 
David, so far as it is the fulfilment of the type given in the kingdom of 
David, as David himself is a type of the Messiah, who is even called David 
among the Rabbins.* Mark did not avoid mention of the ‘‘ Son of David” 
(in opposition to Hilgenfeld ; comp. x. 47, xii. 35), but Matthew added 
it ; in both cases without special aim. The personal expression, however 
(comp. Luke : Baovdetc, which Weizsiicker regards as the most original), 
easily came into the tradition. — Ver. 11. elc¢ ‘Iepoc. cic 7d iepov| After the 
rejection of xaé (see the critical remarks) the second eic¢ is to be understood 
as @ more precise specification, similar to that in ver. 1.—édpiac 76n obone THE 
jpac| as the hour was already late. dwpiac is here an adjective. Taken asa 
substantive, ric pac (evening of the daytime) would not be applicable to 
it ; expressions with owé* are different. On the adjective dyoc, see Lobeck, 
ad Phryn.p. 51. T& was already the time of day, which in the classical 
writers iscalled owia decay. According to Matthew and Luke, it was imme- 
diately after His entry, and not on the next day (Mark, vv. 12, 15 ff.) that 
Jesus purified the temple. [See Note LXIX., p. 147.] A real difference ; 
Matthew has not only narrated the cleansing of the temple as occurring at 
once along with the entry, but asswmed it so (in opposition to Ebrard, Lange, 
and many others) ; Mark, however, is original ; the day’s work is completed 
with the Messianic entry itself, and only a visit to the temple and the sig- 
nificant look round about it forms the close. What the Messiah has still 
further to do, follows on the morrow. ‘This at the same time in opposition 
to Baur (Markusevang. p. 89), who sees in the narrative of Mark only the 
later work of sober reflection adjusting the course of events ; and in oppo- 
sition to Hilgenfeld, who accuses Mark of an essential impropriety. — xep:6- 
Acpau. wavra is a preparatory significant statement in view of the measure of 
cleansing purposed on the morrow. The look around was itself deeply seri- 
ous, sorrowful, judicial (comp. iii. 5, 34), not as though He Himself had now 
for the first time beheld the temple and thus had never previously come to 
the feast (Schenkel). 

Vy. 12-14. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 18-20, whose more compressed narrative 
represents a later form taken by the tradition. — ei apa] whether under these 


1 Jer. xvii. 27, xlvii. 27; Aristot. de part. 2 Schoettgen, Hor. II. p. 10 f. 
ani. III. 2, p. 663,386 (codd., see Lobeck, 3 As Dem. 541, ult. oWé ris dpas eylyvero, 
Pardip. p. 248), and the examples in Wet- Xen. Hell. ii. 1. 14, ad. 
stein, also Koenig and Schaefer, ad Gregor. 4 Herod. vill. 6; Thuc. viii. 26; Polyb. vii. 


Cor. p. 505. 16. 4; Ruhnken, Zim. p. 75. 
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circumstances *—namely, since the tree had leaves, which in fact in the case 
of fig-trees come after the fruits. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 19.—oi yap qv Katpdc 
ctkov| not inappropriate (Késtlin), but rightly giving information whence 
it happened that Jesus found nothing but leaves only.? If it had been the 
time for figs (June, when the Boccére ripens, comp. Matt. xxiv. 82) He 
would have found fruits also as well as the leaves, and would not have been 
deceived by the abnormal foliage of the tree. The objections against this 
logical connection—on the one hand, that figs of the previous year that 
had hung through the winter might still have been on the tree ; on the 
other, that from ob ydp qv Karp. oix. the fruitlessness of the tree would ap- 
pear quite natural, and therefore not be justified as an occasion for cursing 
it ®—are quite irrelevant ; for (1) Figs that have hung through the winter 
were not at all associated with a tree’s being in leaf, but might also be found 
on trees without leaves ; the leafy tree promised summer figs, but had none,* 
because in the month Nisan it was not the time for figs, so that thus the pres- 
ence of foliage which, in spite of the earliness of the time of year, justified 
the conclusion from the nature of the fig-tree that there would be fruit 
upon it, was only a deceptive anomaly. (2) The tree presents itself as 
deserving a curse, because, having leaves it ought also to have had fruit ; 
the ov yap jv «. oc. would only make it appear as blameless if it had had no 
leaves ; hence even with our simply literal apprehension of the words there 
in no wise results an over-hasty judicial sentence. Itis almost incredible 
how the simple and logically appropriate meaning of the words has been 
distorted, in order to avoid representing Jesus as seeking figs out of the fig- 
season. Such explanations, however, deserve no refutation ; ¢.g., that of 
Hammond, Clericus, Homberg, Paulus, Olshausen, Lange, “. J. II. 1, 
p. 821: for it was not a good fig-year (see, on the other hand, Strauss, II. 
p. 220 f.); that of Abresch, Lect. Arist. p. 16, and Triller, ad Thom. M. 
p. 490: for it was nota place suitable for figs ; the interrogative view of Majus, 
Obss. I. p. 7: ‘*nonne enim tempus erat ficuum,” “for was it not the season 
of figs ?;”” that of Heinsius and Knatchbull : ‘‘wbi enim fuit, tempus erat 
Jicuum,” ‘‘ where it was, was the season of figs” (so that ob would have to be 
read); the notion of Mill, that Jesus only feigned as if He were seeking figs, 
in order merely to do a miracle (Victor Antiochenus and Euthymius Ziga- 
benus had already taken even His hunger as simulated ; compare recently 
again Hofmann, p. 874); the view of Kuinoel :° for it was not yet (ob = 
ole) jig-harvest ; compare also Baumgarten-Crusius. Fritzsche has the 
correct view, although he reproaches Mark with having subjoined the 


1 See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 178 f. 

2 Not as to the point, that only a symbol- 
ical demonstration was here in question 
(Weizsiicker, p. 92). Nobody could have 
gathered this from these words without 
some more precise indication, since the 
symbolical nature of the event is wholly in- 
dependent of them.- 

3 Comp. de Wette, Strauss, Schenkel ; ac- 
cording to Bruno Bauer, Mark made the re- 


* 


mark on account of Hos. ix. 10. 

4No fruit indeed, even that had hung 
through the winter ; but this Jesus had not 
sought, since the presence of leaves had in- 
duced Him to expect fruit—namely, fruit 
before the time (comp. Tobler, Denkdl. aus 
Jerus. p. 101 ff.). 

5 Comp. Dahme in Henke’s J/agaz. I. 2, 
Pp. 252, 
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notice ‘‘non elegantissime,” ‘‘not very elegantly,” whereas it very cor- 
rectly states why Jesus, notwithstanding the leaves of the tree, found no 
Sruits. Toup (Hinendatt. in Suid. I. p. 218 f.), Tittmann (Opuse. p. 509), 
and Wassenbergh (in Valckenaer, Schol. I. p. 18) have even declared them- 
selves against the genuineness of the words in spite of all the critical evi- 
dence! Bornemann (in opposition to Wassenbergh)’ comes back again 
essentially to the interpretation of Hammond, and explains: ‘‘for it was 
not favorable weather for figs.” But xaipd¢ could only acquire the meaning 
of ‘‘favorable weather” by more precise definition in the conteat, as in the 
passage quoted by Bornemann, Eur. Hec. 587, by Gedbev, and hence this 
interpretation is not even favored by the reading 6 yap Kaipic otk fv obKwr,* 
for the time was not fig-time, which reading easily originated from an 6 kaipéc¢ 
written on the margin by way of supplement, whence also is to be derived 
the reading of Lachmann (following D, Or.): od y. 7 6 kapd¢ co. [See Note 
LXX., p. 147.] De Wette finds the words ‘‘ absolutely incomprehensible.” * 
Comp. also Baur, Markusev. p. 90, according to whom, however, Mark here 
only betrays his poverty in any resources of his own, as he is alleged by 
Hilgenfeld only to make the case worse involuntarily. — Ver. 14. aoxprSeic] 
Appropriately Bengel adds: ‘‘arbori fructum neganti,” ‘‘to the tree deny- 
ing fruit.” — ¢dyor] According to Mark (it is otherwise in Matt. xxi. 19) the 
cursing is expressed in the form of @ wish, as imprecation, Acts viii. 20. — 
Kat #Kovov of wad. avtov] a preparation for ver. 20. 

Vv. 15-19. See on Matt. xxi. 12-17. Comp. Luke xix. 45-48. Matthew 
deals with this partly by abbreviating, partly also by adding what is peculiar 
and certainly original (vy. 14-16). —jp£aro éxBarrev] but afterwards : karé- 
otpewe, sO that thus the latter occurred after the beginning and before the 
ending of the expulsion. — Ver. 16. iva] The object of the permission is 
conceived as its purpose. The form je, as 1, 84. — duevéynn oxevog dia Tod 
iepod] In the estimation also of the Rabbins it was accounted a desecration 
of the temple, if anybody carried the implements of common life (cxevoc, 
household furniture, pots, and the like) through the temple-enclosure, dvd 
Tov tepov (not vaov), in order to save himself a circuit ; they extended this 
even to the synagogues.* Olshausen is mistaken in explaining diagépewv as to 
carry to and fro; and Kuinoel and Olshausen, following Beza and Grotius, 
arbitrarily limit cxevoc to implements used for the purpose of gain. — Ver. 17. 
édidacxe] on what subject ? What follows leaves no doubt as to the princi- 
pal theme of this teaching. — rao: roic é9vecw] Dativus commodi: (destined) 
for all nations,—which has reference in Isa. lvi. 7 to the fact that even 
the strangers dwelling among the Israelites were to return with them to the 
Holy Land,° where they were to present their offerings in the temple.* 
Only Mark (not Matthew and Luke) has taken up the raoz roic éSveowv from 


1JIn the Schol. in Luc. p. xlix. f., and in year at the Feast of Tabernacles (John vii.). 


the Stud. u. Krit. 1848, p. 131 ff. 4 See Lightfoot, p. 632 f. ; Wetstein in doc. 
2B C* LAN, Copt. Syr.; so Tischendorf. 5 Hizra ii. 43 ff., vii. 7; Neh. iii. 26, xi. 21. 
3 Nay, they even compelled Bleek to the 6 According to the Israelitish command, 


conjecture that the event had occurred aé Ley. xvii. 8 ff., xxii. 19 ff. ; Num. xv, 14 ff. 
another time of year, possibly in the previous 
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Isaiah, which probably has its reason not only in more careful quotation 
(Fritzsche, de Wette, Holtzmann, Bleek), but, inasmuch as itis an honorable 
mention of the Gentiles, in the Gentile Christian interest, without, however, 
thereby indicating that Jesus had desired to announce the new spiritual tem- 
ple of His church (Schenkel), which point of the action does not emerge in 
any of the evangelists, since they had failed to perceive it, or had suppressed 
it. — Ver. 18. arozécwow] (see the critical remarks) : how they were to destroy 
Him, deliberative. The future of the Recepta (how they should destroy Him) 
would designate the realization as indubitable (the «question only still re- 
maining as to the kind and manner of the destruction).? — édoSobvro yap 
avrév| The reason why they sought to destroy Him. — én? 77 éidayq, adtov] 
which He, namely, had just set forth, ver. 17, after the cleansing of the tem- 
ple. Baur arbitrarily suggests that Mark has dexterously inwoven the diddoxew 
from Luke. — Ver. 19. ére od éyévero] on that day, ver. 12 ; hence not érav 
(see the critical remarks). [See also Note LXXL., p. 147.] 

Vv. 20-24. Comp. on Matt. xxi. 20-22. But according to Matthew the 
tree withered away forthwith after the cursing, so that the following conversa- 
tion zmmediately attached itself thereto. A later form moulded in accord- 
ance with the immediate result in other miracles. [See Note LXIX., p. 147.] 
If Mark had separated the miracle into two acts in order to give to it the 
more importance (see Késtlin, p. 335) he would have reckoned erroneously, 
as the immediate result is the greater and therefore the morein keeping with 
a “later reflection” (Hilgenfeld). But this variation of the tradition has 
nothing to do with the view that the entire history is only a legendary for- 
mation from Luke xiii. (in opposition to Schenkel). —zaparopevduevor rpwi] 
Fritzsche is wrong in rejecting this order, because ‘‘ zpwi is opposed to the 
preceding ové.” In fact raparop. is the leading idea (and passing by in the 
morning), pointing out the modal definition to the following ¢idov k.r.A. — 
. Ver. 22. xiortiv Occi] confidence in God ; genitive of the object.* — Ver. 24. 
0.a tuvdto] because the confidence has so great effect. — 67. é2aBere] (see the 
critical remarks): The praeterite is not ‘‘ineptum” (Fritzsche), but the hav- 
ing received, which one believes has its ground in the counsel of God. Comp. 
xiii. 20. The real de facto bestowal is future (éorw byiv). [See Note LXXIL., 
p. 147 seq. ] 

Vy. 25, 26. Comp. Matt. vi. 14f. To the exhortation to confidence in 
prayer, according to Mark, Jesus links on another principal requisite of be- 
ing heard—namely, the necessity of forgiving in order to obtain forgiveness. 
And how appropriate is this to guard against a false conclusion from the 
occurrence with the fig-tree ! Nevertheless (in opposition to Holtzmann) it 
is hardly here original, but introduced * into this connection by Mark from 
the collection of Logia in the way of thoughtful redaction, not of unadjust- 


1 See Kiihner, IJ. p. 489 f.; Stallbaum, ad __ the Janrd. f. D. Theol. 1864, p. 63, to be sup- 


Plat. Symp. p. 225 C. ported by the argument that Mark has no- 

2 Comp. Acts iii. 16; Rom. iii. 22; Gal. ii. where else the expression : 6 warip 0 év Tots 
20, iii. 22; Eph. iii. 8; Dem. 300, 10; Eur. ovp. For Mark hasno place at all, in which 
Med. 414. this designation would have been applica- 


2 Which, however, is not, with Weiss in ble instead of another that he has used. 
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ed insertion (Hilgenfeld). [See Note LXXUL., p. 148.] —or#xers] Comp. on 
gororec, Matt. vi. 5. The indication is not incorrect, but dv has its relation 
merely to the particle ére, and does not affect the verb ; see on iii, 11. — 
Ver. 26. Observe the antithesis, in which ov« (not jj, as in Matthew) is close- 
ly associated with dgfere and constitutes with it one idea.’ 

Vv. 27-33. See on Matt. xxi. 23-27. Comp. Luke xx. 1-8. Matthew 
abridges little, but yet remains not so directly vivid. — repirarovvtog] Accord- 
ing to Matthew and Luke Jesus taught, which, however, is not: excluded by 
Mark’s statement. —.Ver. 28. ravra] the cleansing of the temple, comp. on 
Matt. xxi. 23. — ‘a ravra rope] not a paraphrase of the infinitive, but : i 
order that thow mayest do these things, purpose of tiv éEovciav 7. EdoKev.— Ver. 
29. émepwrhiow| not : post interrogabo, ‘‘ afterwards I will ask” (Fritzsche), 
but, as always in the N. T.: to inquire of, so that éxi expresses the direc- 
tion.* — Ver. 31. ovr] therefore, since it comes from heaven. [But see critical 
notes. ] — Ver. 32. div eixwuer' 2& avd pdrev] Here is to be placed a note of 
interrogation (Complutensian, Lachmann, Tischendorf) ; but are we to say : 
of men ? a question of doubtful reflection ! [See Note LXXIYV., p. 148.] Rinck, 
Lucubr. crit. p. 306, aptly remarks on what follows : ‘‘ Respondet Marcus 
suo nomine, idque elegantissime fecisse videtur, quoniam haud_ facile quis- 
quam sibi ipse aperte timorem adscribere consuevit,” ‘‘ Mark responds in 
his own name, and he seems to have done this very elegantly, since one does 
not easily become accustomed to openly ascribe fear to one’s self.” *— eiyov 
Tov Iwdveyy dvtoc, bre pod. qv] (see the critical remarks) : they really per- 
ceived * that John (in his lifetime) was a prophet. ’Iwdvenv. . . dtc is to be 
taken according to the well-known attraction.° 


Notes py AmERICAN Eprror. 


LXVIL. Ver. 2. ei¢ THY KOunv k.T.A, 


Meyer is probably correct in referring this to Bethphage ; but a better reason 
can be given than he adduces. According to John’s account, they had already 
been at Bethany, and the two disciples would scarcely be sent back there. 
The relative position of the two placesis unknown ; some suppose Bethany 
was off the main route from Jericho to Jerusalem, and that the company now 
returns from that village to Bethphage, which was nearer Jerusalem. Weiss 
ed. Mey., however, thinks Bethany is here meant, and that the then better 
known Bethphage is mentioned only to indicate the situation of Bethany, a 
place mentioned only in the gospels. But this theory will not account for 
Matthew’s omitting to mention Bethany in chap. xxi. 1, and yet naming it 
in chap, xxvi. 6, 


1 Hermann, ad Jig. p. 831; Winer, p. 423 3 Comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 330 [E. T. 
f. [E. T. 476 f.]; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 297 385]. 
[E. "1. 346]. 4Perspectum habebant, see Ast, Zea. 
2Comp. Plat. Soph. p. 249 E: Stxatws av Plat. I. p. 873. 
émepwTynvelmerv arep avroi TéTe NpwTa- 5 See Winer, p. 551 [E. T. 626] ; Buttmann, 


prev (be inquired of, as we ourselves asked p. 322 (EK. T. 376]. 
questions). 
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LXVIII. Ver. 3. cai eide arooréAre: raAw dde. 


The evidence for this form is decisive. Meyer objects to zaZw, but without 
good reason, especially against the judgment of Origen. The R. V. text ren- 
ders : *‘and straightway he will send him back hither ;” but the margin is 
more literal : ‘‘and straightway he sendeth him again hither.’’ The present 
tense and the proper sense of 7d2.v compel us to regard this as part of what 
the disciples are to say. Why this would be a “ paltry trait’? (Meyer) does not 
seem clear. The Rec. is obviously a conformation to Matthew. 


LXIX. Ver. 11. diac 4bn obane rie Spac. 


This statement of Mark is specific, and determines the events of that day. 
But since the Evangelists are not always full as to details of days, it is not cor- 
rect to say that ‘‘ according to Matthew and Luke, it was immediately after 
His entry, and not on the next day.’’ To insist upona ‘‘real difference’’ here 
is to run counter to the ordinary rules of evidence. No historian can be 
judged by any such critical method as Meyer’s position involves. These re- 
marks apply also to his comment on vv. 20-24, 


LXX. Ver. 13. 6 yap kaipéc ovK Hv ovKar. 


The above reading is well attested, and cannot well be accounted for in the 
way proposed by Meyer. It is far more likely to have been original, and the 
readings of Lach. and of Rec. to have arisen from a wish to connect xaipdéc and 
cvcwv more closely ; so Weiss ed. Mey. The R. V. properly renders: ‘‘ For 
it was not the season of figs.” The explanation of T,. W. Chambers (Int. 
Revision Comm., Mark, p. 147) deserves notice: ‘‘The tree bears two crops— 
an early ripe fig, which is crude, and without flavor and valueless, and a later 
fig, which is full of flavor and sweetness, and highly esteemed. Now, the tree 
our Lord saw had not the second, for the time of that had not yet come; but 
it had not even the first, for it had nothing but leaves, and the lack of the first 
was sure evidence that the second would also be wanting,.”’ 


LXXI. Ver. 19. érav owe éyévero. 


If ray is rejected, we must give up the superior weight of the older uncial 
evidence. Moreover, the transcribers would be likely to change this form to 
ive (Rec.), since érav with the indicative seemed unusual. The sense of the 
better attested reading is given in the R. V. (‘‘And every evening He went 
forth’’), while the exact rendering appears in the margin : ‘‘ whenever evening 
eame.’’ Thus the more difficult reading, when properly understood, sheds 
much light on the story of the week. It must be added that the plural: éSero- 
petovro is sufficiently attested to claim attention. The evidence is quite evenly 
balanced. 

LXXII. Ver. 24. 670 éAaBere. 


The aorist is undoubtedly the correct reading, though the evidence for it is 
not quite so full as that for érav (ver. 19). The use of this tense implies : 
«« when you asked, you received, God at once granted your request ;” the an- 
swer is thus represented as coming before the fulfilment. The R. V. gives the 
harsh rendering : ‘‘ Believe that ye have received them ;” adding the margin 
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‘«Greek, received,” to show that the verb is aorist. But A. R. V. has ‘“ receive,” 
with the same margin. ‘The latteris quite correct, for the Greek aorist, in such 
a connection, does not point to something prior to the asking or believing, 
but to a single act, synchronous with the asking. In English, ‘‘receive’’ indi- 
cates this better than ‘‘ have received.”’ 


LXXIII- Vv. 25, 26. 


The evidence against ver. 26 is sufficiently strong to destroy the force of 
Meyer’s suggestion as to the source of vy, 25, 26. The number of variations 
in the form of the verse, as well as the additions, in some of the authorities 
that contain it, overbear the probability of omission from ‘‘ similar ending.” 
If the verse is not genuine, then ver. 25, standing by itself, does not suffi- 
ciently resemble any passage in Matthew to give a clue to the common origin. 
Weiss ed. Meyer finds here a reminiscence of ‘“ the older source,’’ but thinks 
the original form is to be sought in Matt. vi. 12, xviii. 35, not in Matt. vi. 
14, 15. 

LXXIV. Ver. 32. adda eitwuev & aOpadzwr; 

Recent editors place an interrogation point after avOpdzuwr, accepting aAra 
instead of aAW’ éav. The R. V., however, renders in the text: ‘But should we 
say, from men—théy feared the people.’’ This is not so grammatical as the 
alternate rendering in the margin, which accords with Meyer’s view. The order 
évTw¢ bre must be accepted, but the adverb may be joined with jy (trajection) ; 
so Weiss ed. Mey., and R. V. margin. 
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CHAPTER XII. 


Ver. 1. Aéyervy] BG LA, min. Syr. Vulg. It. have Aareiv. So Lachm. and 
Tisch. The testimony of the codd. in favor of Aéyecv remains doubtless strong 
enough, nevertheless Aadeiv is to! be preferred, because there immediately fol- 
lows what Jesus said, and therefore the change into Aéyew was readily suggested. 
Comp. ili. 23. — Ver. 3. oi dé] Lachm. Tisch. have xai, folowing BD LA, 
min. Copt. Cant. Ver. Vere. Vind. Itis from Matt. xxi. 25. — Ver. 4. A:@oBoAnja.] 
is wanting in B DLA, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Almost all the above wit- 
nesses have afterwards instead of azéor. 77ywu. : Hriunoav. Fritzsche, Lachm. 
Tisch. have followed the former omission and this reading, and rightly ; 22000. 
is a gloss on éxegad, from Matt. xxi. 35, and aréor. 7riwpévov is a reading con- 
formed to the conclusion of ver. 3. [On éxegarzinowv, see Note LXXVI., p. 158.] — 
Ver, 5. kai d2A0v] Elz. Scholz have kai réAw dAA., in opposition to preponder- 
ating evidence ; mdAvw isa mechanical repetition from ver. 4. — Instead of rovcis 
to be written ot¢ both times, following BL A &, min. with Fritzsche, Lachm. 
‘Tisch. — The Aeolic form dzoxrévvortec is on decisive evidence to be adopted, 
with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. Comp. the critical remarks on Matt. x. 28, — 
Ver. 6. The arrangement éva tywv vidv is required by decisive evidence (Fritzsche, 
Lachm., comp. Tisch.), of which, however, B C** L A &, 33 have eiyev instead 
of éywv (so Tisch. rightly, as éywy is an emendation of the construction). 
Almost the same witnesses omit the ovtv after é7z ; itis, with Tisch., to be de- 
leted as a connective addition, as, moreover, avrov after dyaz. 1s a decidedly 
condemned mechanical addition. — Ver. 8. Such preponderating evidence is in 
favor of the superfluous airov after é&¢8ai., that it is to be adopted with Lachm. 
and ‘Tisch. — Ver. 14. of dé] BC DLA 8, 33, Copt. codd. of the It. have «ai. 
So Fritzsche, Lachm. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V.]. From Luke xx. 21, whence 
also many variations with émyjpe7wv have come into our passage. — Ver. 17. The 
arrangement Td Kuicapoc az60. Kaicapz (Tisch.) is to be preferred, in accordance 
with BCLA 8, 28, Syr. Copt. The placing of a76dore first (Elz. Lachm.) is from 
the parallels. — @aduacav] Lachm. has é@aiyuatov. But among the codd. which 
read the imperfect (B DLA), B & have ée$atuatov (D* has é&eAavpdlovto). 
This éfefavuatov (Tisch.) is to be preferred. The simple form and the aorist 
are from the parallels. — Ver, 18. éxyjpérycav] Lachm. Tisch. have éxypdruv, 
following BC DL A 8, 33 ; the aorist is from the parallels. — Ver. 19. tiv yuvaixa 
avrov] abrod is wanting in BCL A &, min. Copt., and is from Matthew. — Ver. 
90. After éxrd Elz. Fritzsche have ody, against decisive evidence ; it is from 
Luke xx. 29 ; instead of which some other witnesses have dé from Matthew). — 
Ver. 21. kad obd2 aitic adjxe] BOL A 8, 33, Copt. have ja) xatadurav. Approved 
by Bornemann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 183, adopted by Tisch. [recent 
editors, R. V.]. But if the Recepta had originated from what precedes and 
follows, it would have run simply kai ov« adiKe ; the cai oddé aité¢ does not look 
like the result of a gloss, and might even become offensive on account of its 
emphasis. — Ver. 22. {2aPov airjv] is wanting in B M, min. Colb., also CLA 8, 
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min. Copt., which, moreover, omit kai before oi«. Fritzsche has deleted éAaGov 
avr., Lachm. has merely bracketed it ; Tisch. has struck out, besides é@f. air., 
the cai also before vix. Rightly ; the short reading : cal of éxra ovk adfKav onépua, 
was completed in conformity with ver. 21. — écydtn] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. 
[recent editors, R. V.] have éoyarov, certainly on considerable attestation ; 
but it is an emendation (comp. Matthew and Luke : torepov), on account of the 
difference of the genders (écy. feminine, wdv7. masculine), — The order kai 7 
yur) axé0. is, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., to be adopted. The Recepta is 
from the parallels. — Ver. 23. After év 77 Elz. Lachm. Scholz have ody, which 
important witnesses omit, others place after avacr. From the parallels. — érav 
avaoroot] is wanting in BC DLA®, min. yss. Condemned by Griesb., brack- 
eted by Lachm. [rejected by Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.]. It is to be main- 
tained, for there was no occasion for any gloss; its absolute superfluousness, 
however, the absence of any such addition in the parallels, and the similarity 
of dvactdcet and avacrdéo., occasioned the omission. — Ver. 25. yaioxovral- 
A FH, min. have éxyaulicxovru, BOGLUAR, min. have yauifovrar, Con- 
sequently the testimonies in fayor of the Recepta are left so weak (eyen 
D falls away, having yaifovowy), and yayifovras has so much the preponder- 
ance, that it is, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., to be adopted. Comp. on 
Matt. xxii. 30. — Before év Elz. has oi. The weight of the evidence is divided. 
But since this oj after dyyeAOI was more easily dropped out than brought in (by 
being written twice over), and is wanting also in Matthew, it is to be main- 
tained. [Omitted by Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with 8 C D L A, Copt.] 
— Ver. 26. Instead of rov Bdrov Elz. has r7¢ Barov, in opposition to decisive ev- 
idence. — Decisive evidence condemns in ver. 27 the article before Ocdc, and 
then Oeéc before GérTwy ; just as also iueic obv before r0Ad z/avdobe is, following 
BCLAS, Copt., to be struck out, with Tisch., as being an addition to these 
short pithy words. — Ver. 28. cidéc¢] Fritzsche, Lachm.Tisch. haye idév (Fritzsche : 
cat ideév). So, with or without kai (which is a connective interpolation), in 
CDL%&8* min. vss., including Syr. Arm. Vulg. It. Aug. But these witnesses are 
not preponderating, and eidéc might easily seem unsuitable and give way to the 
more usual idov ; comp. ver. 34. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., accept eidéc.] —The 
order arexpi§n aitoic has been preferred by Schulz, Fritzsche, and Tisch. (follow- 
ing Gersd. p. 526) [so recent editors], in accordance with BC LA &, min. Copt. 
Theophylact. But it was just the customary placing of the pronoun after the 
verb that occasioned the inversion of the words, in which the intention with 
which airot¢ was prefixed was not observed. It is otherwise at xiv. 40.— 
Instead of rdvtov Elz. has racdy, contrary to decisive evidence. [Tisch., recent 
editors, R. V., with 8 B C L A, 33, Copt., have the order : évt0A} xpdtn rartor. | 
— Ver. 29. The Recepta is dre rpotn TacGv Tov évtoA@y. Very many variations. 
Griesb. and Fritzsche have 67: xpéty xdvtwr évtoA7, following A, min. Scholz 
reads 6r¢ mp. Tavtwv Tor évtoAdy, following E F GHS,min. Lachm. has érz xp. 
ravtov [évtoAy éorw]. Tisch. has 6 xpétn éotiw, following B L AX, Copt. 
The latter is the original form, which, according to the question of ver. 28 and 
its various readings, was variously amplified, and in the process éoriv was 
partly dropped. — Ver. 30. airy mpéry évrodi] is wanting in BE L A 8, Copt. 
Deleted by Tisch. An addition in accordance with Matthew, with variations 
in details, following vv. 28, 29. — Ver. 31. Instead of «ad devr, read, with Tisch., 
merely devr, — Elz. Griesb. Scholz have 6vo/a aivn ; Fritzsche, Lachm. have éu. 
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wig; Tisch. merely airy. The last is attested by BL A &, Copt., and is to be 
preferred, since duoia very readily suggested itself to be written on the margin 
from Matthew. -— Ver, 32. After cic Zor: Elz. has Oed¢ ; a supplement in oppo- 
sition to preponderant evidence. — Ver. 33. Kai é& bine tie poy.] is wanting in 
BLA 8&8, min. Copt. Vere. Marcell. in Eus. Condemned by Rinck, bracketed 
by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.j. But if it were an 
addition, it would have been inserted after xapd/ac (comp. ver. 30). On the other 
hand, the arrangement different from ver. 30 might easily draw after it the 
omission. — The article before Qvovv (in Elz.) is decisively condemned. [Tisch. 
retains ; rejected by recent editors.]— Ver. 36. ydp] is wanting in BLA &, 
min. Copt. Vere., while D, Arm. read kai airéc, and Col. Corb. have autem. 
Lachm. has bracketed ydp, and Tisch. has deleted it. The latter is right. The 
connection was variously supplied. — Ver. 37. ody] is wanting in BDLA &, 
min. Copt. Syr. p. codd. It. Hil. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An 
addition from the parallels. — Ver, 43. eizev] instead of the Recepta Aéyer (which 
Scholz, Rinck, Tisch. defend), is decisively attested, as also is éGa/e (Lachm.) 
instead of the Recepta BéBAnxe. In place of Badrdvt. (Elz.), Bad26v7. must be 
written on decisive attestation. 


Vv. 1-12. See on Matt. xxi. 33-46. Comp. Luke xx. 9-19. Matthew 
makes another kindred parable precede, which was undoubtedly likewise 
original, and to be found in the collection of Logia (vv. 28-82), and he 
enriches the application of the parable before us in an equally original man- 
ner ; while, we may add, the presentation in Mark is simpler and more 
fresh, not related to that of Matthew in the way of heightened and artificial 
effect (Weiss). [See Note LXXV., p. 158.] — ypfaro] after that dismissal of 
the chief priests, etc. —airoic] therefore not as Luke has it : rpac¢ tov Aady, 
to which also Matthew is opposed. — év rapafodaic| parabolically. The plural 
expression is generic ; comp. iil. 22, iv. 2. Hence it is not surprising (Hil- 
genfeld). Comp. also John xvi. 24. — Ver. 2. According to Mark and Luke, 
the lord receives a part of the fruits; the rest is the reward of the vine- 
dressers. It is otherwise in Matthew. — Ver. 4. Observe how compendi- 
ously Matthew sums up the contents of vv. 4, 5.*—xaxetvov] The concep- 
tion of maltreatment lies at the foundation of the comparative also, just as at 
ver. 5. Comp. on Matt. xv. 3. — éxeoadaiwoav| they beat him on the head. 
[See Note LXXVIL., p. 158.] The word is not further preserved in this 
signification (Vulg.: in capite vulnerarunt), but only in the meaning : to 
gather up as regards the main substance, to set forth summarily ;? but this is 
wholly inappropriate in this place, since it is not, with Wakefield,* to be 
changed into the meaning : ‘‘ they made short work with him.”4 We have 


1 All the less ought the several SodAoe to 
be specifically defined ; as, for instance, ac- 
cording to Victor Antiochenus, by the first 
servant is held to be meant /ijah and the 
contemporary prophets; by the second, 
Isaiah, Hosea, and Amos; by the third, 
Hzkiel and Daniel. That the expression in 
vy. 2-4 is in the singular, notwithstanding 
the plurality of prophets, cannot in a figu- 


rative discourse be surprising, and cannot 
justify the conjecture that here another par- 
able—of the three years of Christ’s ministry 
—has been interwoven (Weizsicker). 

2 Thue. iii. 67. 5, viii. 538. 1; Herod. ili. 159 ; 
Ecclus. xxxv. 8, 

3 Siw. ertt. Il. p. 76 f. 

4 This explanation is set aside by avrér, 
which, moreover, is opposed to the view of 
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here a veritable solecism ; Mark confounded xegaraido with kxesadiva, perhaps 
after the analogy of yraddw and yudu! — griuqoav (see the critical remarks) : 
they dishonored him, treated him disgracefully, the general statement after the 
special éxeéaa. The word is poetical, especially epic,* as also in this sense 
the later form driudu, of frequent use in the LXX. (Hur. fel. 462, al.), which 
in the prose writers is used in the sense of inflicting dishonor by depriving 
of the rights of citizenship.*—Ver. 5. «. roAAode dAAovc] Here we have to sup- 
ply: they maltreated—the dominant idea in what is previously narrated (comp. 
kaxetvov, Vv. 4, 5, where this conception lay at the root of the xai), and to 
which the subsequent elements dépovrec and dmoxrevvdvrec are subordinated. * 
But Mark does not write ‘‘in a disorderly and slipshod manner,” as de 
Wette supposes, but just like the best classical writers, who leave the finite 
verb to be supplied from the context in the case of, participles and other in- 
stances.’ — Ver. 6. The éri éva eiyev vidv dy. (see the critical remarks), which 
is peculiar to the graphic Mark, has in it something touching, to which the 
bringing of éva into prominence by the unusual position assigned to it con- 
tributes. Then, in vivid connection therewith stands the contrast of vy. 7, 
8 ; and the trait of the parable contained in ver. 7 f. certainly does not owe 
its introduction to Mark (Weiss). — Ver. 8. Nota hysteron proteron (Grotius, 
Heumann, de Wette), a mistake, which is with the greatest injustice im- 
puted to the vividly graphic Mark; but a different representation from that of 
Matthew and Luke: they killed him, and threw him (the slain) owt of the vine- 
yard. In the latter there is the tragic element of outrage even against the corpse, 
whichis not, however, intended to be applied by way of special interpretation 
to Jesus. — Ver. 9. fAstcera: x.7.A.| not an answer of the Pharisces (Vatablus, 
Kuinoel, following Matt. xxi. 41) ; but Jesus Himself is represented by Mark 
as replying to His own question.®°— Ver. 10. oidé] What Jesus has set 
before them in the way of parable concerning the rejection of the Messiah 
and His divine justification, ¢s also prophesied in the Scripture, Ps. exvili. 22; 


hence He continues : have ye not also read this Scripture, etc. ? 


LXXVIL., p. 158.] 


[See Note 


On ypadq, that which is drawn up in writing, used of 


6) 


individual passages of Scripture, comp. Luke iv. 21; John xix. 87; Actsi. 


16, vill. 35. — Ver. 12. 
without changing its signification.” 
and yet. 


Kal edo. T. 


éyA.| «at connects adversative clauses 
It is an emphatic and in the sense of : 
Especially frequent in John. — The words éyvwoav yap . 


ele, 


which are not to be put in a parenthesis, are regarded as illogically placed,® 


Theophylact: cuverédcoay kal éxoptowoayv thy 
UBprr, “‘ they finished and brought to a head 
(é€xopv'pwoarv) the outrage.” The middle is 
used in Greek with an accusative of the 
person (rvva), but in the sense: briefly to de- 
scribe any one. See Plat. Pol. ix. p. 576 B. 

1 Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 95. 

Homie divax, Wt Od ssi. 274 aie 
Pind. Pyth. ix. 188; Soph. 47. 1108; Ellendt, 
Lex. Soph. I. p. 251. 

3 Also in Xen, Ath. i. 14, where arimoder is 
to be read. 

* Comp. Buttmann, néeul. Gr. p. 252 [E. T. 


293], 


5 See Bornemann, ad Xen. Sympos. iv. 53; 
Hermannn, ad Viger. p. 770; Nagelsbach, 
Anm. 2. Ilias, ed. 8, p. 179. 

6That the opponents themselves are 
compelled to pronounce judgment (Mat- 
thew), appears an original trait. But the 
form of their answer in Matthew (kakovs 
kakOs «.7.4.) betrays, as compared with 
Mark, a later artificial manipulation. 

7 Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 147 f.; Winer, 
p. 888 [E. T. 437]. 

8 See Beza, Heupel, Fritzsche, Baur, Hil- 
genfeld, and others. 
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and are held to have their proper place after xparjoa:. But wrongly. Only 
let éyvwoav be referred not, with these interpreters, to the chief priests, 
scribes, and elders, but to the éyAoc, which was witness of the transaction in 
the temple-court. If the people had not observed that Jesus was speaking 
the parable in reference to (xpéc) them (the chief priests, etc., as the yewp- 
yotc), these might have ventured to lay hold on Him ; but, as it was, they 
might not venture on this, but had to stand in awe of the people, who would 
have seen at once in the arrest of Jesus the fulfilment of the parable, and would 
have interested themselves on His behalf. [See Note LXXVIIL., p. 159.] 
The chief priests, etc., were cunning enough to avoid this association, 
and left Lim, and went their way. Jn this manner also Luke xx. 19 is to be 
understood ; he follows Mark. 

Vv. 13-17. See on Matt. xxii. 15-22. Comp. Luke xx. 20-26. Mark is 
more concise and vivid than Matthew. — arooréA2ovo1] the chief priests, 
scribes, and elders (xi. 27), whereas Matthew inaccurately refers this new 
and grave temptation to the Pharisees as its authors. — iva air. dypetc. Aéyo| 
in order that they (these messengers) might ensnare Him by means of an utter- 
ance, 1.€., by means of a question, which they were to address to Him. See 
ver. 14. Comp. xi. 29. The hunting term aypebw is frequently even in the 
classical writers transferred to men, who are got into the hunter’s power as a 
prey. Ina good sense also, asin Xen. Mem. iii. 11. 7: 7d rdeiorou d£fsov 
aypevua pidove Snpdcew. — Ver. 14. éx adandeiac] equivalent to dandoc, Luke 
iv. 25, xx. 21, xxii. 59, iv. 27, x. 84.°—déuev, 7 7 0.] The previous question 
was theoretical and general, this is practical and definite. -— Ver. 15. eiddc] 
as knowing hearts (John ii. 25). — 7. irdxpcow] ‘‘Discere cupientium prae- 
ferebant speciem, cum animus calumniam strueret,” ‘‘They displayed the 
appearance of those desirous of learning, when their soul devised artifice,” 
Grotius. — Ver. 17. Observe the more striking order of the words in Mark : 
what is Caesar's, pay to Caesar, etc. —éeOabuafov|-see the critical remarks. 
The qaorist would merely narrate historically ; the imperfect depicts, and is 
therefore not inappropriate (in opposition to Fritzsche).* The compound 
éxSauu. strengthens the notion ; Ecclus. xxvii. 23, xliii. 18 ; 4 Macc. xvii. 
17, also in the later Greek writers, but not further used in the N. T. 

Vv. 18-27.° See on Matt. xxii. 23-33, who narrates more briefly and 
smoothly. Comp. Luke xx. 27-40. — éxgpérov] Imperfect, as at ver. 17. — 
Ver. 19. br is recitative, and iva is the imperative to be explained by the volo 
that lies at the root of the expression (see on 2 Oor. villi. 7 ; Eph. v. 33).°— 


follows him as to assume that it had stood 
inthe primilive-Mark, and had been omitted 
by all the three Synoptists. Hilgenfeld (in 
his Zettschr. 1863, p. 3817) continues to at- 
tribute it to John. It probably belonged 
originally to one of the sources of Luke 


1See Valckenaer, ad Herod. vii. 162; 
Jacobs, ad Anthol. VIL. p. 193. 

2See Wetstein in loc.; Schaefer, Jeet. 
p. 83; Fritzsche, Quaest. Luc. p. 187 f. 

3 Comp. Matt..xii. 25; Luke vi. 8, xi. 17. 

4 See Kiihner, II. p. 73, and ad@ Xen. Anabd. 


vii. 1.18. Comp. v. 20, Vi. 6. 

5 Hitzig, Joh. Mark. p. 219 fi., places the 
Pericope of the adulteress, John Vii. 53 ff., 
after ver. 17, wherein Holtzmann, p. 92 ff., 
eomparing it with Luke xxi. 37f., so far 


that are unknown to us. 
6 Comp. on or before the imperative, 
Plat. Crit. p. 50 C: tows dy eimotey (the 


laws), 67e. . . wy Gavmage Ta Acyoueva, 
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The éryaBpetce, which Matthew has here, is a later annexation to the 
original text of the law. Anger, Diss. II. p. 32, takes another view (in fa- 
vor of Matthew).—Ver. 20. écra] emphatically prefixed, and introduced in 
a vivid way without ov. — Ver. 21. «ai oid abtéc| and also not he. — kai 6 tpirog 
ooatr.| namely, he took her and died without children ; comp. what has gone 
before.—Ver. 23. érav avacticr| when they shall have risen, not an epexegesis 
of év rH avacrdce : but the discourse goes from the general to the particular, 
so that the seven brothers and the woman is the subject of avacrocr. — Ver. 24. 
dia tovro| does not point back to what has gone before (‘‘ipse sermo vester 
prodit errorem vestrum,” ‘‘ your utterance itself displays your error,” Ben- 
gel), which must have been expressed, but forward to the participle which 
follows : do ye not err on this account, because ye do not understand ?*— 
Ver. 25. érav . . . avaorécrv] generally, not as at ver. 23. — yauifovrac] The 
form yayuioxw (Arist. Pol. vii. 14. 4) is not indeed to be read here (see the 
critical remarks), but neither is it, with Fritzsche, altogether to be banished 
out ofthe N. T. Itis beyond doubt genuine in Luke xx. 34 f. — Ver. 26. 
bre éyelpovta| that they, namely, etc. ; this is the conclusion to be proved— 
the doctrinal position denied by the interrogators. — éxi rod Bdrov] belongs to 
what has preceded (in opposition to Beza) as amore precise specification 
of év 7é B82. M. : at the (well-known) thorn-bush, 7.¢e., there, where it is spo- 
ken of, Ex. iii. 6.2 Polybius, Theophrastus, and others have Bdro¢ as mas- 
culine. It usually occurs as feminine (Luke xx. 87 ; Deut. xxxili. 16), but 
at Ex. ili. 2-4, likewise as masculine. — Ver. 27. According to the amended 
text (see the critical remarks) : He is not God of dead men, but of living ! 
Much ye err ! 

Vy. 28-34. See on Matt. xxii. 34-40. — Mark, however, has much that is 
peculiar, especially through the characteristic and certainly original ampli- 
fication in vv. 82-34. —The participles are to be so apportioned, that dxotcac 
is subordinated to the zpoceASav, and eidd¢ belongs to éxypdrnpev as its deter- 
mining motive. —eidéc] not inappropriate (Fritzsche, de Wette) ; but the 
scribe knew from his listening how aptly Jesus had answered them (abroic, 
emphatically placed before arexp.) ; and therefore he hoped that He would also 
give to him an apt reply. —zdvTwv] neuter. Compare Xen. Mem. iv. 7. 70: 
6 d& dug . . . Tavtdv Aaumpératoc Gv, Thucyd. vii. 52. 2.°— Vv. 29, 30. 
Deut. vi. 4,5. This principle of morality, which binds all duties into unity 
(see J. Miller, v. d. Siinde, I. p. 140 f.), was named pre-eminently 187, or 
also from the initial word }OW, and it was the custom to utter the words 
daily, morning and evening.*—icytoc] LXX. duvdwewc. It is the moral 
strength, which makes itself known in the overcoming of hindrances and in 
energetic activity. Comp. Beck, bibl. Seelenl. p. 112 f., and on Eph. i. 19. 
Matthew has not this point, but Luke has at x. 27.°— Ver. 32. After diddo- 


1 See Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 219; Borne- ad Charit. p. 549. 


mann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 187 f.; 4See Vitringa, Synag. li. 3. 15; Buxtorf, 
Winer, p. 146 f. (H. T. 161 f.), Synaqg. 9. 

*See on quotations of a similar kind, 5 The variations of the words in Matthew, 
Jablonsky, Bibl. Hebr. praef. § 37; Fritzsche, Mark, and Luke represent different forms 
ad Rom. xi. 2. of the Greek tradition as remembered, 


8 See Winer, p. 160 [E. T. 178]; Doryill. which arose independently of the LXX. (for 
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cade there is only to be placed a comma, so that éx’ da7Sefac (comp. on ver. 
14) is a more precise definition of katie. —brz eic éott| that He is one. The 
subject is obvious of itself from what precedes. As in the former passage 
of Scripture, ver. 29, so also here the mention of the unity of God is the pre- 
miss for the duty that follows ; hence it isnot an improbable trait (Késtlin, 
p. 351), which Mark has introduced here in the striving after completeness 
and with reference to the Gentile world. — Ver. 338. cvvécewc] a similar notion 
instead of a repetition of dvavotac, ver. 30. It is the moral intelligence which 
comprehends and understands the relation in question. Its opposite is dci- 
vetoc (Rom. i. 21, 31), Dem. 1394, 4: aperye drdone apxn ) cbvecrc. Comp. 
on Col. i. 9. — édAoxavr.] ‘* Nobillissima species sacrificiorum,” ‘‘ the most 
noble kind of sacrifices,” Bengel. zdvtwy tov applies inclusively to Svar. 
Kriiger, § 58.3. 2. Ver. 34. idav abrév, bre] Attraction, as at xi. 32 and fre- 
quéntly. — vovveyac] intelligently, only here in the N. T. Polybius associates 
it with ¢povivoc G. 83. 8) and rpayuarixoc (ii. 18. 1, v. 88. 2). On the char- 
acter of the word as Greek, instead of which the Attics say vouveydrtuc (its 
opposite : adpdvec, Isocr. v. 7), see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 599. — od pakpav 
«.t.2.] The (future) kingdom of the Messiah is conceived as the common 
goal. Those who are fitted for the membership of this kingdom are near to 
this goal ; those who are unfitted are remote from it. Hence the meaning : 
There is not much lacking to thee, that thou mightest be received into the 
kingdom at its establishment. Rightly does Jesus give him this testimony, 
because in the frankly and eagerly avowed agreement of his religious-moral 
judgment with the answer of Jesus there was already implied a germ of faith 
promising much. — kai ovdele odxére x.7.2. | not inappropriate (de Wette, Baur, 
Hilgenfeld, Bleek) ; but it was just this peculiar victory of Jesus—that now 
the result of the questioning was even agreement with Him—which took 
from all the further courage, etc. 


Remarx.—The difference, arising from Matthew's bringing forward the scribe 
as recpatwv (and how naturally in the bearing of the matter this point of view 
suggested itself!), is not to be set aside, as, for instance, by Ebrard, p. 493,! 
who by virtue of harmonizing combination alters ver. 34 thus: ‘‘ When Jesus 
saw how the man of sincere mind quite forgot over the truth of the case the 
matter of his pride,” etc. The variation is to be explained by the fact, that 
the design of the questioner was from the very first differently conceived 
of and passed over in different forms into the tradition ; not by the supposition, 
that Mark did not understand and hence omitted the trait of special tempta- 
tion (Weiss), or had been induced by Luke xx. 39 to adopt a milder view (Baur). 
Nor has Matthew remodelled the narrative (Weiss); but he has followed that 


answering discreetly.’? Comp. Grotius and 
others, including already Victor Antioche- 
nus and the anonymous writer in Possini 
Cat. ; Lange, again, in substance takes the 


no evangelist has 6vvayzes, which is in the 
TEXEXe). 

1 He follows the method of reconciliation 
proposed by Theophylact : mpatov wév avrov 


@s meipdégovta epwrhcat’ ita ahednvevta ano 
Ths amoKpicews TOD XptoTov Kat vouvex@s amo- 
kpiwévta éravedqvar, ‘First indeed that he 
asks as one tempting ; then, profited by the 
response of Christ, he is also praised as one 


same view, while Bleek simply acknowl- 
edges the variation, and Hilgenfeld repre- 
sents Mark as importing his own theology 
into the conversation, 
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tradition which best fitted into his context. The wholly peculiar position of 


the matter in Mark tells in favor of the correctness and originality of his narra- 
tive. [See Note LXXIX., p. 159.] 


Vy. 35-37. See on Matt. xxii. 41-46. Comp. Luke xx. 41-44. — Mark is 
distinguished from Matthew in this respect, that the latter represents Jesus 
a3 laying the theological problem before the assembled Pharisees, and then re- 
lates that they were thereby brought to silence, so that they put no further 
questions to Him ; whereas Mark relates that the conversation as to the most 
important commandment had had this result, and thereafter Jesus had thrown 
out before the people, while He was teaching (vv. 35, 37), the question re- 
specting the Son of David. —dzoxpSeic] The following question to the 
people is a reply—publicly exposing the theological helplessness of the 
scribes—to the silence, to which they had just seen themselves reduced py 
the very fact that one of their number had even given his entire approval to 
Jesus. The scribes are still present. But it is not to themselves that Jesus 
puts His question ; He utters it before the people, but in express reference to 
the ypayyareic. They may therefore give information also before the people, 
if they can. If they cannot, they stand there the more completely van- 
quished and put to shame. And they cannot, because to them the divine 
lineage of the Messiah, in virtue of which as David’s descendant He is yet 
David’s Lord, remained veiled and unperceived ;—we may conceive after 
ro8ev viocg avtod éorw the pause of this silence and this confusion. So pecu- 
liar is this whole position of the matter in Mark, that it appears to be (in 
opposition to Hilgenfeld and Baur) original. — réc] how then? ‘* Quomodo 
consistere potest, quod dicunt,” ‘‘In what way can what they say hold to- 
gether,” Grotius. — Ver. 37. The twofold emphatic airi¢ Aav. places the 
declaration of David himself in contrast to the point held by the scribes. — 
cat révev| breaking in with surprise. Comp. Luke i. 43. évev is the cau- 
sal unde : whence comes it that.\— 6 rode bx.) the multitude of people, which 
was present. —jxovev abrod 70éc] a triumph over those put to silence. [See 
Note LXXXT., p. 159.] 

Vv. 388-40. Comp. on Matt. xxiii. 1, 6, 7 (14). Mark gives only a short frag- 
ment (and Luke xx. 45-47 follows him) of the great and vehement original 
speech of severe rebuke, which Matthew has adopted in full from the col- 
lection of Logia. — BAérere ard] as viii. 15. —rav Sehdovtwr] quippe qui volunt, 
desire, 7.¢., lay claim to as a privilege. ‘‘ Velle saepe rem per se indifferen- 
tem malam facit,” ‘‘To desire often a thing in itself indifferent makes it 


1Jn opposition to the whole N. T., the 61f. But the pre-existence of Jesus, which 
question is, according to Schenkel (comp. certainly must have been in His conscious- 
Strauss), intended to exhibit the Davidic ness when He asked the question, is not ev- 
descent of the Messiah asa phantom. This pressed (in some such way as in John viii. 
descent in fact forms of necessity the pre- 58), nor is the recognition of it claimed jor 
supposition of the words kat ro%ev «.7.A., the the Psalmist by év mvevmare. The latter 
concessum on the part of Jesus Himself. merely asserts that David, as c prophet, des- 
And it is the postulate of the whole of the ignated his Son as his Lord. [See Note 
N. T. Christology, from Matt, i. 1 to Rey. LXXX. p. 159.] Comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 269 
xxii. 16. Comp., moreover, the appropriate D,; Dem. 241,17; Wolf, ad Lept. p. 238. 
remarks of Beyschlag, Christol. d. N. T.p. 


CHAP. XII., 41-44, 157 
evil,” Bengel. — év orodaic] i.e., in long stately robes, as oroA#, even without 
more precise definition, is frequently used.1_ Grotius well remarks that the 
oroAy is “ gravitatis index,” ‘‘indication of importance.” — xai doracpobc] 
governed by beddvtor.” — Ver. 40. of xareoPiovrec x.7.2.] is usually not sepa- 
rated from what precedes, so that the nominative would come in instead of 
the genitive, bringing into more independent and emphatic prominence the 
description of their character.* But itis more suited to the vehement emo- 
tion of the discourse (with which also the asyndetic form of ver. 40 isin 
keeping), along with Grotius, Bengel, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald,* to 
begin with oi xateoSiovres anew sentence, which runs on to «piva : the devour- 
ers of widows’ houses... these shall (in the Messianic judgment) receive a 
greater condemnation ! —«ai] is the simple copula: those devouring widows’ 
houses and (and withal) by way of pretence uttering long prayers (in order to 
conceal under them their pitiless greed). — trav yypov] treicfpyovro yap rac 


anpooratebtoue yuvaixac ac O@bev mpootdta aitov éoduevor, ‘‘ For they came in 
unawares upon the unprotected women, as if forsooth becoming their protec- 
tors,” Theophylact. —kai mpogdcer paxpa rpocevy.| mpocyhwate evAaBelac nat 
droKploss ararovreg Tove agedearépovc, ‘‘ By a show of piety and by hypocrisy 
deceiving the simpler ones,” Theophylact. — repicadrepov kpiua] bow dé wardov 
TETIUNVTAL Tapa TH AGM Kal THY TeuAy elo PAGBYY EAKovoL Tooo’TW paAAOV KaTAadL- 
Kkao8hoovta’ Ovvatol yap duvatéc¢ éracdjoovra, ‘‘the more they have been hon- 
ored by the people and drag this honor into mischief, so much the more will 
they be condemned ; for the strong will be strongly proved,” Victor Antio- 
chenus. 

Vv. 41-44. Comp. Luke xxi. 1-4. It is surprising that this highly char- 
acteristic and original episode, which, according to Eichthal, indeed, is an 
interpolation and repeated by Luke, has not been adopted in Matthew. 
But after the great rebuking discourse and its solemn close, the little isola- 
ted picture seems not to have found a place. —rov yalodvAakiov] comp. Jo- 
sephus, Antt. xix. 6. 1, where Agrippa hangs a golden chain trép 7d yalogu- 
According to the Rabbins it consisted of thirteen trumpet-shaped 
Tt was des- 


Aakwov. 
brazen chests (0)051W), and was in the fore-court of the women. 
tined for the reception of pious contributions for the temple, as well as of 
the temple-tribute.* The treasure-chambers (yafopvAd«ca) in Josephus, Bell. v. 
5. 2 and vi. 5. 2, have no bearing here. Comp. Ebrard, p. 495. The word 
itself (comp. John viii. 20) is found also in the Greek writers (Strabo, ii. 
p- 819), and frequently in the LXX. and the Apocrypha. — yaxév] not money 
in general (Grotius, Fritzsche; and others), but copper money, which most of 
the people gave. See Beza. — éBar2or] imperfect, as at vv. 17,18. The read- 
ing éBadov (Fritzsche) is too weakly attested, and is not necessary. — Ver. 
one single poor widow. A 
See on 


42 f. ia] in contrast with the roA2oi miotovo : 
Zexrév, so called from its smallness,° was $th of an as in copper. 


141 Macc. vi. 16; Luke xy. 22; Mare. 4 Doubtfully also Winer, p. 165 [H. T. 183}. 


Anton. i. 7. 

2 See Winer, p. 509 [E. T. 577]. 

3 See Bernhardy, p. 68 f.; Buttmann, new?. 
Gram. p. 69 [E. T. 79]. 


5 See, generally, Lightfoot, ZZo7. p. 589 f. ; 
Reland, Antt. i. 8. 14. 

6° Xen. Cyr.i. 4.11: 7d Aewr6taTov Tod xadKkovd 
VOMLO"LATOS, 
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Matt. v. 26. It is the same definition in the Talmud, that two M0115 make 
a DYINITP ; see Lightfoot, p. 688 f—On the fact that it is not ‘‘a guad- 
rans,” but Aerra dvo, that is mentioned, Bengel has aptly remarked : ‘‘ quorum 
unum vidua retinere potuerat,” ‘‘one of which the widow might have re- 
tained.” The Rabbinical ordinance : ‘‘ Non ponat homo errdv in cistam 
eleemosynarum,” ‘‘A man shall not put a exréy into the chest of alms” 
(Bava bathra f. 10. 2), has no bearing here (in opposition to Schoettgen), 
for here we have not to do with alms. —xpockaiecdu.| ‘‘ de re magna,” 
‘““ concerning the important matter,” Bengel. — riciov ravrwr] is said accord- 
ing to the scale of means; all the rest still kept back much for themselves, 
the widow nothing (see what follows),—a sacrifice which Jesus estimates in 
its moral greatness ; tiv éavtie rpoaipeoww éxedeiEato evropwrépav TIC OvvduEwc, 
‘“she showed her own good-will to be more rich than her ability,” Theo- 
phylact. —The present participle BadAdvruv (see the critical remarks) is not 
inappropriate (Fritzsche), but designates those who were throwing, whose 
Baddew was present, when the widow éBare. — Ver. 44. éx rH¢ botepya. avrqe] 
(not airy) is the antithesis of é« row repioo. avr. in ver. 43.! Out'of her 
want, out of her destitution, she has cast in all that (in cash) she possessed, 
her whole (present) means of subsistence. Observe the earnest twofold des- 
ignation. On Pioc, victus, that whereby one lives, comp. Luke viii. 48, xv. 
12, 80.? 


Notts py AMERICAN Eprror. 


LXXYV. Vv. 1-12. 


Weiss ed. Mey. thinks that Matt. xxi. 33, 38-42, 45 are taken from Mark, 
although the account of the former is more original, both being based on ‘ the 
older source.” 


LXXVI. Ver. 4. éxedadriwcay, 


Meyer's lexical remarks here are rendered entirely unnecessary by the above 
reading, which he passes over without notice, although it is attested by 8 B L, 
and accepted by Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. This form of the verb 
(xe@aAidw) occurs only here; hence the transcribers altered it to the better 
known kedadaiw. Mark has not ‘‘ confounded” the verbs, but the later copy- 
ists. Here the discovery of 8 has relieved us of a lexical difficulty, for its testi- 
mony has decided the matter. 


LXXVII. Ver. 10. oddé. 


The R. V. renders : ‘‘Have ye not read even this Scripture?” ‘Not even”’ 
is on the whole preferable. The rendering (ver. 11) : ‘‘ This was from the Lord,”’ 
leaves the grammatical question undecided. It is perhaps safer to refer atry 
to xepaanv, but the LXX. is not always exact in its use of the pronouns. 


1 Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 14; Phil. iv. 12. Soph. Phil. 919, 1266; Dem. 869, 25; Plat. 
2 Hesiod, Op. 230; Ken. Mem. iii, 11. 6; Gorg. p. 486 D; and Stallbaum én Joe. 
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LXXVIII. Ver. 12. éyvwcav yap x.7.A. 


It is by no means clear that the subject of Zyvucav is the people composing 
the éy/0¢. ‘This view leaves the reference of airoic in doubt, and does not so 
well account for the ydp. Rather: the rulers perceived the application of the 
parable, and they feared that by laying hold on Him they would show the more 
clearly to the people that the parable pointed to them (i.e., the rulers), and 
thus arouse greater interest on behalf of Jesus ; so substantially Weiss ed. Mey. 


LXXIX. Vy. 28-34. 


It seems quite as reasonable to suppose that honest writers, telling of the 
same narrative, but with difference of detail, choose the details in accordance 
with the exact facts of the case, as to infer from the difference of detail the 
existence of previous modifications which affect the truthfulness of one or the 
other. ‘‘ Harmonizing combination” has its own mistakes to answer for, but 
it does not, as a rule, assume incorrectness on the part of some one of the 
authors of the Gospels. 


LXXX. Ver. 37, kai roGev x.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. has a somewhat different view of the dilemma and its correct 
solution. In the question of ver. 35: ‘‘ How say,” etc., he finds this contra- 
diction implied : ‘* The scribes seek the highest dignity of the Messiah in this, 
that as descendant of David He shall ascend the throne of His father, while 
David himself (according to ver. 36) describes Him as his Lord, and hence 
attributes to Him a dignity which as his descendant of Himself could never 
have, inasmuch as the ancestor always stands above his descendant, however 
high the latter may vise.’’ Accordingly he finds the solution, ‘neither in the 
divine lineage of the Messiah (Meyer), nor in His resurrection and exaltation 
(Klostermann), but in this, that He does not have His specific dignity, because 
He is a son of David, rather shrinks from only according to promise, because 
He was called by God to the supreme dignity of the Messiah, which far exceeds 
that of a descendant (be he never so exalted) on the throne of David. With this 
Jesus destroys all objections to His Messianic dignity which might be deduced 
from His not having ascended the throne of His fathers.” This seems more 
ingenious than correct. ‘The Person of Christ was then, and still remains, the 
great question. 


LXXXI. Ver. 37. 6 rodvdec 6yA0¢ jKovev k.7.A. 


The R. V. marg. is correct, the rendering of the text being retained from the 
A. V., probably because the other could not command a majority of two thirds. 
The imperfect ‘‘was hearing” implies continued action, and suggests the 
reason our Lord could venture to utter the warning against the scribes, of 
which Mark gives a brief report (vv. 38-40), and Matthew a very full one (Matt. 


Xxiil.). 
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CHAPTER XII 


Ver. 2. aroxpi%ecic] is, with Tisch., to be deleted, as at xi. 33, following B L 
X, min. vss. — Ver, 2. dde is adopted before Zi0o¢ by Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, 
Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.], in accordance doubtless with BD GL 
U A &, min. vss., but it is an addition from Matt. xxiv. 2. It is genuine in 
Matthew alone, where, moreover, it is not wanting in any of the codices. ['Tisch., 
recent editors, R. V., with 8 BL, 33, Copt., read éxypéra.]— Ver. 4. eimé] 
BDL ®&, min, have eiréyv. So Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. This rarer form is to 
be adopted in accordance with so considerable testimony ; eivé is from Mat- 
thew. — With Tisch., following B L 8, we must write raira ovvted. xdvta; dif- 
ferent attempts to rectify the order produced the variations. — Ver. 8. Before 
the second écovra: we must, with Tisch., delete xa/, in accordance with BL 
® **,— Kal tepayai] Suspected by Griesb., struck out by Lachm. and Tisch. 
[Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.], in accordance with BDL &, Copt. Aeth. Erp. 
Vulg. It. Vict. But wherefore and whence was it to have been introduced? 
On the other hand, it was very easily lost in the following apyai/. — Ver. 9. 
doxal] BDK LUA 8, min. vss. Vulg. It. also have apy7, which is commended 
by Griesb., adopted by Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort, 
R. V.]; from Matt. xxiv. 8.—Ver. 11. Instead of dywou Elz. has dydymwou, 
in opposition to decisive evidence. — yydé pederate] is wanting in BDL &, 
min. Copt. Aeth. Ar. p. Erp. Vulg. It. Vigil. Condemned by Griesb., 
bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. But the 
Homoioteleuton the more easily occasioned the omission of the words, 
since they follow immediately afler ti Aadnonte. Luke xxi. 14, moreover, 
testifies in favor of their genuineness. — Ver. 14. After épyudcewc Elz., 
Scholz, Fritzsche (Lachm. in brackets) have : 70. pn0év d76 AavijA tov xpopyrov, 
which words are not found in B DL 8, Copt. Arm. It. Vulg. Sax. Aug. 
They are from Matthew. — éordéc¢] Lachm. has éoryxo0c, following D 28 ; 
Tisch. has éoryxdra, following BL &. [So recent editors, R. V.] Fritzsche : 
fordc¢, according to AE F G HV A, min. Under these circumstances the Recepta 
has preponderant evidence against it ; itis from Matt. xxiv. 15. Of the other 
readings éo7yKd¢ is to be adopted, because B L & also testify in its favor by 
éornxdra ;' while éordéc¢ likewise betrays its origin from Matthew (var.; see the 
critical remarks on Matt. xxiv. 15).— Ver. 16. dv] is wanting in BDLA 8, 
min. Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. But how easily it dropt out after 
dypON! the more easily, because dy stood also in ver. 15.— Ver, 18. 7 dvy? 
juov] is wanting in BD L A &8* min. Arm. Vulg. It., and in other witnesses is 
represented by taita. Condemned by Griesb. and Rinck, deleted by Fritzsche, 
Lachm, Tisch. Rightly so; it is from Matt. xxiv. 20, from which place also 
codd. and vss. have after yewwovoc added : pndé caBBdtw, or nde caBBarov, or 


' The masculine was introduced by the reference, frequent in the Iathers, to the statuo 
(rov avSpravra) of the conqueror. 
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7 caBParov, and the like. — Ver. 19. 7¢] Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] 
have 7v, following B C* L 8, 28. A correction. The omission of je éxr. 6 Cede 
in D 27, Arm. codd. It. is explained by the superfluousness of the words. — 
Ver. 21. The omission of 7, which Griesb., following Mill, commended, and 
Fritzsche and Tisch. [W. and Hort] have carried out, is too weakly attested. 
[Retained by Treg., R. V.] In itself it might as well have been added from 
Matthew as omitted in accordance with Luke. [Weiss, with B, reads «ai, ]— In- 
stead of micrevere Elz. has miorevonre, in opposition to preponderant evidence ; 
it is from Matt, xxiv. 23. — Ver. 22. Although only on the evidence of D, min. 
codd, It., pevddypioror Kat is to be deleted, and xovjcovow is to be written in- 
stead of ducovor. [So Weiss ; but Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., retain 
pevddy. cai, While all but Tisch. read ddoovew.] Moreover (with Tisch.), cai 
is to be omitted before rode éxA. (B D 8). “The Recepta is a filling up from Mat- 
thew. — Ver. 23. idov] is wanting in B L 28, Copt. Aeth. Vere. Bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition from Matthew. — Ver. 25. tov oipavow 
ésovrat] A BC &, min. vss, have écovrar éx tov oipavov. So Fritzsche, Lachm. 
Tisch. Instead of é«tizr. BC DL 8, min. codd. It. have rirrovteg (so Fritzsche, 
Lachm. Tisch.). Thus the most important codices are against the Recepla 
(D has of ék Tov obpavod éoovra Timrovrec), in place of which the best attested of 
these readings are to be adopted. Internal grounds are wanting ; but if it had 
been altered from Matthew, a76 would have been found instead of éx. -— Ver. 
27. abtov] after ayyé2. is wanting in B D L, Copt. Cant. Vere, Vind. Corb. 
Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch.; it is from Matthew. — Ver. 28. The 
verbal order 757 6 kAddo¢g attic (Fritzsche, Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort]) has 
preponderating evidence [X ABCD L, Vulg.], but it is from Matthew. The 
manifold transpositions in the codices would have no motive, if the reading of 
Tachm. had been the original, as in the case of Matthew no variation is found. 
ywooxere] A B** DL A, min. have yeveoxerar, which is approved by Schulz 
and adopted by Fritzsche and Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. has ywdoxere ; so recent ed- 
itors, R. V.] The Recepta is from the parallels. — Ver. 31. Instealof mapedet- 
oerat, Elz. Lachm. Tisch. have rapesevoovrar. The plural (B DK UT'38) is to 
be maintained here and at Luke xxi. 33 ; the remembrance of the well known 
saying from Matth. suggested mapeAevoera: in the singular. Moreover, it tells in 
favor of the plural, that BL 8, min. (Tisch.) have rapeAevoovta: again after- 
wards instead of rapé2Juci, although this isa mechanical repetition. [Treg., W. 
and Hort, read zapseAcioovra a second time, but omit ju7.] — Ver. 32, Instead of 
#, Elz. has ca/, in opposition to decisive evidence. -— Ver. 33. xai rpocetdyeche] is 
wanting in B D 122, Cant. Vere. Colb. Tolet. Deleted by Lachm. [So Tisch., 
W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. marg.] Rightly ; an addition that easily occurred 
(comp. Matt. xxvi. 41 and the parallels). — Ver. 34. kai is to be deleted before 
éxédorw (with Lachm. and Tisch.), in conformity with BC* DL &, min. codd. 
It. —[Ver. 35. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BCLA, Copt., insert 4 
before 6u)*.|— Ver. 37. Between ¢@ in Elz. Scholz, and 6 which Griesb. has ap- 
proved, and Fritzsche, Lachm. have adopted, the evidence is very much divided. 
But 6is an unnecessary emendation, although it is now preferred by Tisch. 
(BCR, etc.). [So recent editors, R. V.] D, codd. It. have éyd 2 4. vu. ypny. 


Vv. 1-8. See on Matt. xxiv. 1-8. Comp. Luke xxi. 5-11. Mark has pre- 
served the introduction in its original historical form. But Matthew has the 
discourse itself although more artistically elaborated, in its greatest com- 


1 
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pleteness from the collection of Logia and with some use of Mark ; and that 
down to the consummation of the last judgment.! [See Note LXXXIL., 
p- 167 seq. | — roraroi Aldor) quales lapides ! @xodouhOn 6 vade Ek 20av wev AevKov TE 
Kal KapTepav, TO péyeloc éxdoTwv mepl TévTE Kal elKooL THXOV éxl pyjkoc, OKTo d& brpoc, 
ebpoc d& rept dddexa, ‘‘ The sanctuary was built of stones both white and vast, 
the greatness of each of them about twenty-five cubits in length, the height 
cight, the breadth about twelve,” Joseph. Antt. xv. 11. 38. See Ottii Spiecileg. 
p- 175. Who uttered the exclamation ? (Was it Peter? or Andrew ?) Prob- 
ably Mark himself did not know. — On the zoraréc, belonging to later usage, 
see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 56 f.; Fritzsche, p. 554 f. — Ver. 2. d¢ od uy Karan. ] 
for ov u# in the relative clause, see Winer, p. 450 [E. T. 507 f.] The con- 
ception here is : there shall certainly be no stone left upon the other, which 
(in the further course of the destruction) would be secure from being thrown 
down. Comp. Luke xviii. 30.— Ver. 8. As previously, Mark here also re- 
lates more vividly (karévavte tov iepov) and more accurately (lérpo¢ x.1.A.) 
than Matthew. According to de Wette (comp. Saunier, p. 182 ; Strauss, 
Baur), Mark is induced to the latter statement by the kav’ idiav of Matthew— 
a specimen of the great injustice which is done to Mark as an alleged com- 
piler. —cizév] Thus, and not eizov, is this imperative (which is also current 
among the Attic writers ; see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 348) to be accented in 
the N. T.?— 76 onyeiov] scil. éorac : what will be the fore-token (which appears), 
ahen all this destruction is to enter on its fulfilment ?— ratra ovrteA. ravra] 
(see the critical remarks) applies not to the buildings of the temple (Fritzsche, 
who takes cuvreAcioba as simul exscindi, ‘‘ destroyed together,” comp. Beza), 
but, just like ratra, to the destruction announced at ver. 2. To explain it of 
‘*the whole world” (as ravra is well known to be so used by the philosophers, 
Bernhardy, p. 280) or of ‘‘all things of the Parousia” (Lange), is a forced 
course at variance with the context, occasioned by Matt. xxiv. 3 ° Gn opposi- 
tion to Grotius, Bengel). [See Note LX XXIIL., p. 168.] Moreover, the state 
of the case is here climactic ; hence, while previously there stood merely raira, 
now mrdavra is added ; previously : éora:, now avvreAciobar (be consummated). 
—Ver. 5. Jesus now begins His detailed explanation as to the matter 
(jp§aro). — Ver. 7%. 76 réA0c] the end of the tribulation (see ver. 9), not the 
end of the world (so even Dorner, Lange, Bleek), which only sets in after the 
end of the tribulation. See on Matt. xxiv. 6. [See also Note LXXXIIL., 
p. 168. ]— Ver. 8. xat éoovtat .. . kat écovrar] solemnly. — cat rapayat] Famines 
and (therewith connected) disturbances, not exactly revolts (Griesbach), which 
the context does not suggest, but more general.4 


1 Weizsicker, p. 125, conjectures from 
Barnabas 4 ($&), where a saying of Enoch is 
quoted about the shortening (cvytétunkev) of 
the days of the final offence (comp. ver. 20; 
Matt. xxiv. 22), that the properly apocalyp- 
tic elements of the discourse as to the future 
are of Jewish origin, from an Apocalypse of 
Enoch; but the conjecture rests on much 
too bold and hasty an inference, hazarded 
as it is on'a single thought, which Jesus 
Himself might yery fairly share with the 


Jewish consciousness in general. 

2 See Winer, p. 49 [E. T. 51], 

3’ Nevertheless, between the passage be- 
fore us and Matt. /.c. there is no essential 
diversity, since the disciples conceived of 
the destruction of Jerusalem as immediate- 
ly preceding the Parousia. See on Matt. 
xxiv. 3. Comp. also Dorner, de orat. Chr. 
eschatologica, p. 45. 

4Plat. Legg. ix. p. 861 A: tapayy re Kat 
afuppovia, Theaet. p. 168 A: tap. kal amopia, 
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Vv. 9-13. See on Matt. xxiv. 9, xiv. 10-18 ; Luke xxi. 12-18. Mark has 
here interwoven some things from the discourse which is found at Matt. x. 
17-22.— apyai] prefixed with emphasis: beginnings of sorrows (comp. 76 réAog, 
ver. 7) are these. — GAérere dé «.7.A.] but look ye (ye on your part, in the 
midst of these sorrows that surround you) to yourselves, how your own con- 
duct must be. Comp. on Brér. éav7., 2 John 8; Gal. vi. 1.—ovvédpic] 
judicial assemblies, as Matt. x. 17. —xai cic ovvaywy.] attaches itself, as cic 
cvvédpia precedes, most naturally to this, so that with dapfoesbe begins a 
further step of the description. The more usual connection with dapjcecbe, 
preferred also by Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 287 [E. T. 333] and Bleek, is in- 
admissible, because cic cannot be taken in the pregnant meaning (instead of 
év ; for the element of ‘‘ motion towards” is not implied in dapjo.), and be- 
cause the explanation (see my first edition) : ye shall be brought under blows 
of scourges into synagogues (comp. Bengel, Lange), is not accordant with fact, 
since the scourging took place in the synagogues ; see on Matt. x. 17; Acts 
xxii. 19. [See Note LXXXIV., p. 168.] That dapjo. comes in asyndetically,. 
is in keeping with the emotional character of the discourse. — ei¢ paprop- 
«iroic| t.é., in order that a testimony may be given to them, the rulers and 
Kings, namely, regarding me (comp. previously évexev éuov), regarding my 
person and my work (not: ‘‘intrepidi, quo causam meam defendatis, 
enimi,” ‘tof the intrepid mind with which you shall defend my cause,” 
lritzsche)—which, no doubt, involves their inexcusableness in the event of 
their unbelief ; but it is arbitrary to explain the dative here just as if it 
were ei¢ katyyopiav k. EAeyyov aiTév, ‘‘ for an accusation and conviction of them” 
(Huthymius Zigabenus, Theophylact, and many others). Comp. on Matt. x. 
18.— Ver. 10. And this your vocation fraught with suffering will not soon 
pass away ; among all nations (xavra has the emphasis) must jirst (before the 
end of the sorrows appears, comp. apyal ddivwyr, ver. 9), etc. These words 
are neither disturbing nor inappropriate (as Késtlin judges, p. 852, comp. 
Schenkel and Weiss) ; they substantially agree with Matt. xxiv. 14, and do 
not betray a ‘‘more advanced position in point of time’ on Mark’s part 
(Hilgenfeld), nor are they concocted by the latter out of x. roi¢ é@veow, Matt. 
x. 18 (Weiss). — Ver. il. pederare the proper word jor the studying of dis- 
courses. See Wetstein. The opposite of extemporizing. °— do(j] has the 
emphasis. — ob ydp éore tyucic] of them it is absolutely denied that they are the 
speakers, Comp. on Matt. x. 20.— Ver. 12. See on Matt. x. 21. From 
that hostile delivering up, however (comp. rapadiddvrec, ver. 11), neither the 
relationship of brother nor of child, etc., will protect my confessors. — Ver. 
13. iroustvac| according to the context here : in the confession of my name. 
See above, did 7d dvoud pov. See, moreover, on Matt. xxiv. 13. The rédo¢ is 
that of the édiver, ver. 9, not that ‘‘ of the theocratic period of the world’s 
history” (Schenkel). 

Vv. 14-23. See on Matt. xxiv. 15-26. Comp. Luke xxi. 20-24, who, 


however, has freely elements that are peculiar. —éxov od dei] thoughtful, 
Ale, ii. p. 146, 15: rap, Te kat avouta, 2 Macc. vius, Elz., Lachmann. 
xiii. 16. Comp. répaxos, Acts xii. 18, xix. 23. 2 Comp. Dem. 1129, 9: wedeTay Thy aTodoyiay 


1 Luther, Castalio; Erasmus, Beza, Calo- dmép EavTav, 
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but more indefinite designation of the sacred temple-area than in Matthew, 
where the more definite expression, as well as the reference by name (not 
merely suggested by the use of the set expression 7d PdéA. 7. épnu.) to Dan. 
ix. 27, betrays a later manipulation. — Ver. 16. 6 ei¢ rov dypov dv] he who is 
(has gone) into the field. See on ii. 1. — Ver. 18. Mark has, with a view to 
his Gentile-Christian readers, passed over the yd? cafBat~, which was in 
the collection of Logia, in Matt. xxiv. 20.— Ver. 19. écovrm. . . OAtuc] 
“¢Tempori adscribitur res, quae in tempore fit ; una et continua erit calam- 
itas,” ‘‘To the time is ascribed the thing which occurs in the time ; there 
shall be one continuous calamity,” Wetstcin. — ofa ob yéyove «.7.2.] Comp. 
Plato, Rep. vi. p. 492 HE: otre yap yiyvetat, obte yéyovev, obt’ obv pu yévntat. — 
See Fritzsche, ad Marc. p. 14; Kithner, II. p. 527. — 
«tioews Ho éxtic. 6 Qedc] Comp. ver. 20: dua Tove ékAeKrod¢ ofc &eAéEaTo, Herod. 
iii. 147: évroAde re, rac . . . éveréAdero, Philostr. V. Ap. iv. 18. 150: rae 
The mode of expression, has for its object ‘‘ gravius ean- 
dem notionem bis iterari,” ‘‘that the same notion be reiterated with greater 
weight,” Lobeck, Paralip. p. 522. A contrast with the Jewish state as a 
human «rice (Lange) is fanciful. rics, that which is created, see on Rom. 
viii. 19. —arordav.| 1 Tim. vi. 10.— Ver. 23. In Matthew at this point the 
saying about the lightning and the carcase, which certainly belongs origi- 
nally to this place, is added (vv. 27, 28). 

Vv. 24-27. See on Matt. xxiv. 29-31. Comp. Luke xxi. 25-28. — 4A2’] 
breaking off and leading over to a new subject. Hartung, Purtihell. Il. 
p. 34 f. —év éxsivaie tr. quép peta 7. OAc). éx.] Thus in Mark also the Parousia 
is predicted as setting in immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem, since 
it is still to follow in those days* (comp. vy. 19, 20). The eiféwe of Matthew 
is not thereby avoided (de Wette, Bleek, and others), but this e@6éa¢ is only 
a still more express and more direct definition, which tradition has given to 
the saying. To refer éy é«. r. mu. to the times of the church that are still 
continuing, is an exegetical impossibility. Even Baur and Hilgenfeld are 
in error in holding that Mark has conceived of the Parousia as at least not 
following so immediately close upon the destruction. [See Note LXXXYV., 
p- 168.]— Ver. 25. ol dorépec tod otpavod x.7.A.| the stars of heaven shall be, 
etc., which is more simple (comp. Rev. vi. 18) than that which is likewise 
linguistically correct : the stars shall from heaven, etc.°— éicovra: éxnint. | more 
graphic and vividly realizing than the simple recobyra: (Matt.), — Ver. 26. 
Mark has not the order of sequence of the event, as Matthew depicts it ; he 
relates swnmarily. —Ver. 27. aw dxpov ya¢ éwc axpov oiparov| From the outmost 
border of the earth (conceived as a flat surface) shall the éxicvvdyew begin, 
and be carried through even to the opposite end, where the outmost border of 


tocaity| after ola. 


pavidos iv éunvioac. 


1Jtis, in fact, to impute great thought- 
lessness and stupidity to Mark, if people 
can believe, with Baur, Markusev. p. 101, 
that Mark did not write till after Matthew 
and Luke, and yet did not allow himself to 
be deterred by all that had intervened be- 
tween the composition of Matthew’s Gos- 
pel and his own, from speaking of the near- 


ness of the Parousia in the same expressions 
as Matthew used. This course must cer- 
tainly be followed, if the composition of 
Mark (comp. also K6stlin, p. 383) is brought 
down to so late a date. 

2 Hom. Cd. xiv. 31, 77. xi. 1799; Soph. Aj. 
1156; Aesch. ii. 834; Gal. y, 4; 2 Pet. iii, 17. 
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the heaven (xara 7d garvduevov of the horizon) sets limit to the earth. The ex- 
pression is more poetical than in Matthew ; it is the more arbitrary to think 
(with Bleek) in the case of yj¢ of those still living, and in that of oip. of 
those who sleep in bliss. 

Vv. 28-82. See on Matt. xxiv. 32-36. Comp. Luke xxi. 29-33. — avrie] 
prefixed with emphasis (see the critical remarks) as the subject that serves 
for the comparison : When of ié the branch shall have already become tender, 
so that thus zts development has already so far advanced. The singular 6 
xAddoc, the shoot, belongs to the concrete representation. — 7d époc] is an image 
of the Messianic period also in the Test. XII. Patr. p. 725. — Ver. 30. # 
yeved airy] t.¢., the present generation, which yeveé with airy means through- 
out in the N. T.* Nevertheless, and although Jesus has just (ver. 29) pre- 
supposed of the disciples in general, that they would live to see the Parousia 
an assumption which, moreover, underlies the exhortations of ver. 33 ff. 
—although, too, the context does not present the slightest trace of a refer- 
ence to the Jewish people, there has been an endeavor very recently to uphold 
this reference ; see especially Dorner, p. 75 ff. The word never means 
people,® but may in the signification race, progenies, receive possibly by virtue 
of the connection the approximate sense of people, which, however, is not 
the case here. See, moreover, on Matt. xxiv. 34. [See Note LXXXVI., 
p- 168 seq.] — Ver. 32. otdé 6 vidc] Observe the climax: the angels, the Son, 
the Father. Jesus thus confesses in the most unequivocal words that the day 
and hour of His Parousia are unknown® to Himself, to Him the Son of God 
(see subsequently 6 rar#p),—a confession of non-omniscience, which cannot 
surprise us (comp. Acts 1. 7) when we consider the human limitation (comp. 
Luke ii. 52) into which the Son of God had entered (comp. on x. 18),—a 
confession, nevertheless, which has elicited from the antipathy to Arianism 
some strange devices to evade it, as when Athanasius and other Fathers Gn 
Suicer, Thes. II. p. 163 f.) gave it as their judgment that Jesus meant the 
not-knowing of His human nature only ;* while Augustine ° and others were 


1 Matt. xi. 16, xii, 41, 42, 45, xxiii. 36; view is founded on erroneous assumptions 


Mark vili. 12, 13; Luke vii. 31, xi. 29, 30, 31, 
82, 50,51. Comp. Heb. iii. 10 (Lachmann). 
2The signification ‘“‘people” is rightly 
not given either by Spitzner on Homer, J2, 
Exe. ix. 2, or in Stephani 7ves., ed. Hase, IT. 
p. 559 f.; in the latter there are specified— 
(1) genus, progenies ; (2) generatio, genitura ; 
(3) aetas, seculum. Comp. Becker, Anecd. 
p. 231, 11; also Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 353. 
3 Matthew has not ovSé 6 vids; according 
to Késtlin, Holtzmann, and others, he is 
held to have omitted it on account of its 
dogmatic difficulty. But this is to carry 
back the scruples of later prepossession 
into the apostolic age. Zeller (in Hilgen- 
feld’s Zeitschr. 1865, p. 308 ff.) finds in the 
words, because they attribute to Christ a 
nature exalted above the angels, an indica- 
tion that our Mark was not written until 
the first half of the second century ; but his 


with respect to the origin of the Epistles to 
the Colossians, Ephesians, and Philippians, 
and of the fourth Gospel. Moreover, Paul 
places Christ above the angels in other pas- 
sages (Rom. viii. 88; 2 Thess. i. 7), and even 
as early as in the history of the temptation 
they minisier to Him. Zeller believes that 
he gathers the like conclusion in respect of 
the date of the composition of our Gospel 
(and of that of Luke also), but under 
analogous incorrect combinations, /70m the 
fact that Mark (and Luke) attaches so stu- 
dious importance to the narratives of the 
expulsion of demons. 

4 Gregor. Zpist. viii. 42: “in natura qui- 
dem humanitatis novit diem et horam, non 
ex natura humanitatis noyit,” “im human 
nature indeed he knew the day, and hour, 
but did not know it /7om humian nature.” 

5 Dé Genesi ce. Manich, 22, de Trinit, 1. 12. 
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of opinion that He did not know it for His disciples, in so far as He had not 
been commissioned by God to reveal it unto them. See in later times, es- 
pecially Wetstein. Similarly Victor Antiochenus also and Theophylact 
suggest that He desired, as a wise Teacher, to keep it concealed from the 
disciples, although He was aware of it. Lange, L. J. I. 3, p. 1280, invents 
the view that He willed not to know it (in contrast with the sinful wish to 
know on the part of the disciples), for there was no call in the horizon of 
His life for His reflecting on that day. So, in his view, it was likewise with 
the angels in heaven. The Lutheran orthodoxy asserts that card xrjow (by 
possession) He was omniscient, but that xara ypyow (by use) He had not 
everything in promptu (at hand).? See Calovius. Ambrosius, de fide, v. 8, 
cut the knot, and declared that oidé 6 vidg was an interpolation of the Arians. 
Nevertheless, itis contained implicite also inthe et py 6 ratHp udvoc of Matthew, 
even although it may not have stood originally in the collection of Logia, 
but rather is to be attributed to the love of details in Mark, whose depend- 
ence not on our Matthew,” but on the apostle’s collection of Logia, may be 
recognized in this more precise explanation. 

Vv. 33-37. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 42, 44 ff., xxv. 14. By way of an ener- 
getic conclusion Mark has here a passage, which has been formed by the ag- 
gregation of several different portions—belonging to this connection, and 
most completely preserved in Matthew from the collection of Logia—on the 
part of tradition or of the evangelist himself into a well-adjusted, compact, 
and imposing unity. — Ver. 34. 6c] an anantapodoton, as at Matt. xxv. 14. 
See in loc. With oc the plan of the discourse was, after ver. 34, to subjoin : 
so do I also bid you: watch! Instead of this, after wa ypyyoph, with an 
abandonment of the plan of sentence introduced by dc, there follows at once, 
with striking and vivid effect, the exhortation itself : ypyyopeire, which now, 
just because the dc is forgotten, is linked on by oiv. — arédyuoc) is not 
equivalent to drodjuov (Matt. xxv. 14), but: who has taken a journey? At 
the same time évereiAatro is not to be taken as a pluperfect, but: ‘‘as @ 
traveller, when he had left his house, after having given to his slaves the author- 
ity and to each one his work, gave to the doorkeeper also command, in order that 
he should watch.” In this we have to observe : (1) the évereiAato took place 
after the axédnuoc had gone out of his house ; (2) cat dove x.7.4., In which 
cai is also, is subordinate to the dgetc «.7.2., because prior to the leaving of 
the house ; (8) dv@pwro¢ arédnu.| forms one notion : a man finding himself on 
a journey, a traveller ;* (4) the é£ovcia, the authority concerned in the case, is 
according to the context the control over the household. This He gave to 
all in common ; and, moreover, to every one in particular the special business 
which he had to execute. Fritzsche is wrong in making the participles 
apeic. . . Kad doi¢ dependent on arédnuo¢ : ‘* homo, qui relicta domo sua et 
commissa servis procuratione assignatoque suo cuique penso peregre abfuit,” 
‘‘aman who, his house having been left and authority given to his servants, 


1 See, on the other hand, Thomasius, Chr. 3 Pind. Pyth. iv. 8; Plut. Jlor. p. 299 BE. 
Pers, u. Werk. Tl. p. 156 f. * Comp. avdpwmros odi7ys, Hom. Ji. xvi. 263; 
2 Baur, Markusev. p. 102, comp. his ‘newt. Od. Xili, 123; dvdp. ¢umopos, Matt. xiii. 45, 
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etc. . . . went away toa foreign country.” Against this may be urged, partly 
that aget¢ 7. ok. abrov would be a quite superfluous definition to axdésyuoc, 
partly that dod¢ «.r.2. would need to stand before adeic x.7.2., because the man 
Jirst made the arrangement and then left the house. — Ver. 35. ypyyopeire oby| 
the apostles thus are here compared with the doorkeeper. —As to the four 
watches of the night, see on Matt. xiv. 24. They belong to the pictorial effect 
of the parable ; the night-season is in keeping with the figurative ypyyopeire, 
without exactly expressing ‘‘a dark and sad time” (Lange). Singularly at 
variance with the text as it stands, Theophylact and many others interpret 
it of the four ages of human life. — Ver. 87. The reference to one thought 
is not at variance with the use of the plural é (see the critical remarks).! 
[But 6 is accepted by all recent critical editors. ]— aor] to all who confess 
me. 


Norrs py American Eprror. 


LXXXII. The Eschatological Discourse. 


It would be impossible to enter into a full discussion of the points raised in 
the exegesis of this chapter. Moreover, a large part of the explanation belongs 
more appropriately to the yolume on Matthew. We may, however, give here 
the view of Weiss ed. Mey. as to Mark’s account in general, his analysis of 
the contents (which differs from the divisions of Meyer), and add a brief state- 
ment in regard to the general application of the discourse. 

‘<The chapter contains the discourse concerning the Parousia, the only longer 
discourse which Mark has fully reproduced from the older source, and even 
provided with an historical introduction (vv. 1-5), a closing exhortation (vv. 
32-37), and also extended by means of two passages inserted (ver. 9-13, 21-23), 
which for the most part have passed over with it into the parallels.’ (But 
Godet thinks the account of Luke should have the preference.) Weiss divides 
his comments into paragraphs, with appropriate headings, as follows: 

Vy. 1-8 : The foretokens.; vv. 9-13 : Prediction of the destiny of the disci- 
ples ; vv. 14-23: The catastrophe in Judea ; vy. 24-31 : The Parousia ; vv. 32- 
37 : closing exhortation. 

With this may be compared the following paragraph from the Inter. Revision 
Comm. Mark, p. 170: The discourse ‘‘ refers both to the destruction of Jerusalem 
and to the second coming of Christ, one prophecy respecting two analogous events, 
though all is not necessarily applicable to both. Reasons: 1. An exclusive ref- 
erence to either the destruction of Jerusalem or the second coming of Christ in- 
volves insuperable difficulties. 2. The disciples asked about both, joining them 
in time (comp. Matt. xxiv. 3 with ver. 4). The answer therefore refers to both, 
joining them in character, not necessarily in time, The disciples needed in- 
struction on both points, for immediate and more remote guidance. 3. The 
preceding discourse in Matthew plainly points to the destruction of Jerusalem, 
but Matt. xxv. and vv. 32, 33 of this chapter seem to apply exclusively to the 
Christian dispensation. Great care is necessary in deciding what refers to each 
of the two sets of events (or how far the analogy holds good), The two inter- 


1 See Kitihner, ad Xen. Anab, tii. 5. 5. 
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pretations probably run parallel as far as ver. 23, the judgment upon the Jew- 
_ ish church being the predominant thought ; after that (vv. 24-31) the Lord’s 
second coming is prominent, until in the close of the chapter (vv. 32-37) it is 
exclusively treated of.”’ 


LXXXIII. Ver. 4. tavra ouvredeiobat wavra. 


In view of the emphatic position of zdvra, the question should not be ap- 
plied exclusively tothe destruction of the temple. Even Weiss ed. Mey. thinks 
the plural points to this ‘‘in connection with a series of decisive occurrences, to 
the final completion of which ovvreAcicfa: rdévta.”” The disciples, being Jews, 
classed together this destruction, the Parousia, and the end of the world, think- 
ing that only the personal presence of the Messiah could take the place of the 
ruined temple. The discourse does not sharply and chronologically sunder 
these events, but by its very warnings and prophecies of tribulation prepares 
the disciples for a fuller understanding of the future Christian dispensation. 
Our Lord was awise Teacher, and in the circumstances no method could be 
better adapted for their instruction. But this does not prove that they re- 
mained in the same comparative ignorance during their subsequent labors. 
In accordance with the view above cited, Weiss ed. Mey. refers 10 téAo¢ (ver. 7) 
to the end of the world. 


LXXXIV. Ver. 9. «at ei¢ ovvaywyac. 


The R. VY. retains the connection with dapyjoceofe : and in synagogues ye shall 
be beaten. So Weiss ed. Mey. this implies: ye shall be taken into synagogues 
and beaten there. 


LXXXYV. Ver. 24. év éxelvare Taic juépace. 


Weiss ed. Mey. modifies somewhat the strong statement of Meyer respecting 
this phrase. He indeed attributes to the older source the view that the Pa- 
rousia would immediately follow the catastrophe in Judea, but finds it here 
placed ‘‘in the days of the last great tribulation, which in ver. 19 is clearly 
conceived as a universal one, and puts an end toit.” This accords with his 
view of réAo¢ (ver. 7), and certainly agrees better with the whole scope of the dis- 
course. The ‘exegetical impossibility ” of a reference to the present times of 
the church can be admitted only when it is proven that ‘‘ these days’’ can mean 
nothing else than a period immediately after the destruction of Jerusalem. 
The main difficulty belongs to the use of eiféwc in Matt. xxiv. 29, which Weiss 
attributes to the older source, but Meyer attributes to tradition. 


LXXXVI. Ver. 30. 7 yevéd abrn. 


The same utterance is found, though notin exact verbal agreement, in Mat- 
thew and Luke. (Comp. on Matt. xxiv. 34; Luke xxi. 32.) It is undoubt- 
edly safer to accept the reference to the generation then living. The question 
then arises : Did our Lord mean to assert that His Parousia would occur during 
that generation ? 

This question we confidently answer in the negative. (1) The discourse, as 
here given, speaks of many intervening events, which would require a longer 
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time. (2) The account in Matthew gives the answer to a twofold question 
(Matt. xxiv. 3), and the answer may properly be regarded as twofold, whether 
we can always separate it into its distinct elements or not. (8) We must inter- 
pret our Lord here by our Lord elsewhere ; and in many cases He speaks of 
the Parousiaas an event ‘‘ which is possibly yet very remote’’ (see Godet, Luke, 
p. 445, Am. ed.). What He predicts again and again is incompatible with the 
reference of this verse to the Parousia, unless yevea be taken in the sense of 
‘‘race,” or ‘all these things be accomplished ” be interpreted as meaning the 
beginning of the process of accomplishment (Van Oosterzee, Plumptre, and 
others). This latter view helps to explain the close connection with ver. 32, 
which seems to call for a reference to the Parousia. 


170 THE GOSPEL OF MARK. 


CHAPTER XIV, 


Ver. 2. dé] B C* DL 8, vss. have ydg. So Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta 
is from Matt. xxvi. 5. — Ver. 3. kai before cvytp. is, with Tisch., following B L 
%, Copt., to be deleted. A connective addition. —716 d/4(.] Fritzsche, Lachm. 
[Tisch. VIII.] read 7ov aAd3., which is attested by [8*] ADEFHKSUVX 
T, min. Tisch., following B C L A N**, has 77» a2.43., and this is to be pre- 
ferred. [So recent editors, R. V.] The ignorance of the transcribers brought in 
76 and 7é6v.— Kara] is wanting in BC LA, min. Deleted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. A supplement, instead of which D has ézi.— Ver. 4. cai éyovrec] is 
with Tisch., in accordance with B C* L &, Copt., to be deleted. It is a gloss 
after Matthew, instead of which D reads kai éAeyov. — Ver. 5. 76 wpov] is want- 
ing in Elz., but is decisively attested. The omission is explained from Matt. 
xxvl. 9 (where rovro alone is genuine). The preponderance of evidence forbids 
the supposition that it is an interpolation from John xii. 5. D, min. have it 
before rovv0, and in & roiro is wanting. —- Ver. 6. Instead of év éuoi Elz. has ets 
éué, In opposition to decisive evidence. It is from Matthew. — Ver. 8. airy] is 
only wanting, indeed, in B L 8, min. Copt. Syr. utr. (bracketed by Lachm.), 
but is rightly deleted by Tisch. It is an addition, which is not found till after 
éxoinoev in A. Comp. Matt. xxvi. 12.—Ver. 9. After ayy very considerable 
evidence supports dé, which Lachm. has bracketed, Tisch. has adopted. It is 
to be adopted ; the omission occurred conformably to the usual expression of 
Mark, in accordance with Matt. xxvi. 13. — roiro] is wanting in B DL 8, min. 
Cant. Vere. Vind. Corb. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. It is from 
Matt. xxvi. 13.—[Ver. 10. Tisch., recent editors, read ’Iovdac (8 A BC DL A) 
‘Toxapid6 (Treg. "Ioxaprarnc) 6 ei¢ (8 B C* L, Copt.), and, with B D, zapadoz.] — 
Ver. 14. After xard/vua Griesb. Fritzsche, Lachm. (in brackets) Tisch. read jov, 
following B C DLA 8, min. Sax. Vulg. It. (not all the codices). As yov has 
this strong attestation and yet is superfluous, and as it does not occur at Luke 
xxil. 11, it is to be held as genuine. — Ver. 15. The form dvdyav (Elz. : dvé- 
yeov) is decisively attested. — Before éxei is to be read with Tisch. «ai, in accord- 
ance with BC DL &, 346, vss. It dropped out in accordance with Luke xxii. 
12. [Tisch. VIII., xae7.] — Ver. 19. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B L, 
Copt., omit of dé.] — «al GAAug: pnts Ey] is wanting in BC L P A 8, min. vss., 
including Syr., utr. Vulg. After the example of earlier editors, suspected by 
Griesb., rejected by Schulz, struck out by Fritzsche and Tisch. But the omis- 
sion might just as easily have been brought about by means of the preceding 
pte éy@ as by reason of the startling and even offensive superfluousness of the 
words, which, moreover, are not found in Matthew, whereas no reason for their 
being added can at'all be conceived of without arbitrary hypotheses, [But the 
evidence against the clause is so weighty, that to accept it on the ground urged 
by Meyer is to invalidate the authority of the most ancient witnesses. Recent 
editors, R. V., omit. — Ver. 21. Tisch., recent editors (Treg. in brackets), 
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R. V., with 8 BL, Copt., insert érc before 6 yév.] — After AdBere, ver, 22, Elz. 
has ¢dyere, in opposition to decisive evidence. From Matthew. —Ver. 23. 
The article before rorjpiov (deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) has in this place 
even stronger evidence against it than in Matt. xxvi. 27, and is, as there, to be 
struck out. — Ver. 24. 70 r7¢] This 76 is, as in Matt. xxvi. 28, to be deleted on 
considerable evidence with Tisch. (Lachgn. has bracketed it). — cave] is want- 
ing in BCDL &, Copt. Cant. Deleted by Tisch., and rightly, as also at Matt. 
xxvi. 28.— repi] BC DLA &, min. : trép. So Lachm. and Tisch. Iepiis from 
Matthew, from whom also codd. and vss. have added eic¢ adecw duapr. — Ver. 
27. év épol év TH vuxT? tatty] So Elz. and the editors, except Fritzsche and Tisch., 
read after ccavdaa. Yet Mill and Griesb. condemned the words. They are de- 
cisively to be rejected as an addition from Matt. xxvi, 31, as they are wholly 
wanting in preponderant witnesses, while others merely omit év éuo/, and others 
still év 79 vu«ti tatty. Lachm. has the latter in brackets. — diacxopzicOjoerat is 
an emendation (comp. on Matt. xxvi. 31), instead of which, with Lachm. and 
Tisch,, dsacxopriobjoovra is to be read, and that with Tisch., after xpéBara (B 
CDL&, min.).— Ver. 29, kai ei] Fritzsche, Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] read 
et kai. Hither is appropriate, and with the evidence divided no decision can be 
arrived at, even if e xai was introduced in Matthew. — Ver. 30. od after érz is 
wanting in Elz., in opposition to decisive evidence. — év rq vuxtt ratty] B CD 
L 8, min. Lachm. Tisch. have rairy 77 vueri. Rightly ; if this order of words 
were from Matt. xxvi. 34, the év also would not be left out in it. —In what fol- 
lows rtpic¢ pe at. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be written. The received order 
is from Matthew. — Ver. 31. é« mepicootv] B C D 8, min. have éxzepicodc. So 
Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; the unusual word was partly exchanged for the 
simple repiocié¢ (L, min.), partly glossed by é« mepiocov. — éAeye] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have éAdae, following BDL &. The Recepta is a correction. Comp. on 
xi. 23. — pdAdov] is wanting in BC D L &, vss., including Vulg., It. Deleted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. A gloss on é« zepiocot ; hence min. have it also before these 
words (comp. vii. 36), and this course Fritzsche has followed. [Asin Matthew, 
recent editors, with nearly all the uncials, give the form Te$onuavei ; only in 
cursives does the form 17 occur.]— Ver. 35. As at Matt. xxvi. 39, so here also 
rpoceAOav is strongly attested, but it is to be rejected. [W. and Hort, Weiss, 
R. V., with %& BL, Copt., read éximtev.] — Ver. 36. ro moryp. ax’ éuov TovTo] D, 
Hil. : rovro T. x. dn’ guotd; KM: ar’ guov 7.2.7.3; ABC GLUXA 8, min. 
Or. vss., including Vulg. : 7. 7. rovro dx’ éuov. In this variety of readings the 
last is so preponderantly attested that it is, with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., to 
be adopted. — Ver. 40. imoartpépac] Lachm. has wdicv &200v, following BL &, 
Copt. Pers. w. Ar. p. (D and cod. It. have merely éAfov). mdahw é2.0dév is the 
more to be preferred, seeing that Mark is fond of the word radi, and that he 
nowhere has the word ixoco7pédw. But transcribers referred and joined the 
rdw to sip. avrode xaGetd., in accordance with which £A$ov then became glossed 
and supplanted by toorpéw. Accordingly the subsequent midi, which by Elz, 
Scholz, Tisch. is read after avrovc, and is not found in B DL 8, min. yss., is, 
with Lachm., to be deleted. [Recent editors, R.V., agree with Meyer. ] — Instead 
of kataBapvvéemevor, Elz. Scholz have PeGapnuévoi, in opposition to preponderant 
evidence. It is from Matthew. — Ver. 41. Elz. Scholz. Tisch. [Treg., Weiss] 
have 70 Ao76v. But the article has come in from Matthew, in opposition to 
considerable evidence. [W. and Hort omit in Matt., bracket here.]— Ver. 43. 
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After ‘Iotdac Fritzsche has ’Ioxapidzne, Lachm. and Tisch, 6 ’Ioxap. ; and this 
addition, sometimes with, sometimes without the article, is found in witnesses 
of weight (but not in B 8). Rightly ; the omission is explained from the par- 
allels. ['Treg. brackets, W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., omit.] — di] after ei¢ has 
against it such decisive evidence that it cannot be maintained by means of the 
parallels, nor even by ver. 10. It ig to be deleted, with Fritzsche, Lachm. 
Tisch. — roddc] is wanting in BL &, min. vss. Condemned by Rinck, brack- 
eted by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. From Matthew. — Ver. 45. Lachm. only 
reads paBi once, following B C* DL M A 8, min. vss., including Vulg., codd. 
It. [So Tisch. VIII., recent editors, R. V.] But this reading is from Matt. xxvi. 
49, whence also yaipe has intruded into codd. and vss. — Ver. 46. éx’ airov rt. 
xelpac avtév|] Many various readings, of which Lachm. has 1. yelpag én’ air. ; 
Tisch. : tr. yeipac aizo. The latter is attested by B D L 8** min. vss., and is 
to be preferred as the less usual (see on Acts xii. 1, the exegetical remarks), 
which was altered in accordance with Matt. xxvi. 50.— Ver. 47. tc] has, it is 
true, important evidence against it ; but, as being superfluous, and, moreover, 
as not occurring in Matt. xxvi. 51, it might have been so easily passed over, 
that it may not be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. retains ; 
Treg. omits ; W. and Hort bracket.] — Instead of ériov read, with Lachm. and 
Tisch., following BD &, 1, drapiov. The former is from Matthew. — Ver. 48. 
The form é{7AGare (Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.) is decisively attested. — Ver. 51. 
ele Tic veavicn.| Lachm. Tisch. read veaviox. tic, following B C L &, Copt. Syr. 
It. Vulg. (D: veavick. dé tic, without xai). The Recepta is to be maintained ; 
veaviokoc Tec is the most prevalent mode of expression. [Tisch. VIII. returns to 
the Rec., recent editors, R. V., follow B 8, etc.] — Instead of 7xoAovOer, read, 
in accordance with B CL &, ovvyKoAot0e: (so Lachm, and Tisch.). The current 
simple form has crept in also at v. 37. — oi veavicxo:] 18 wanting in BC* DLA 
S, Syr. Arr. Pers. Copt. It. Vulg. Theophylact. Rightly condemned by Griesb. 
(but see his Comm. crit. p. 179) and Rinck, deleted by Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. 
It came in by means of the gloss rév veavicxov, Which was written in the margin 
beside avrdév, as Slav. still renders rov veavicxov instead of adtov ol veavioko. 
The 7rov veavicxov written in the margin was easily changed into oj veavioxor, 
since the absence of a fitting subject for xpatovoww might be felt. — Ver. 52. a7’ 
avrov] bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch., has considerable testimony 
against it ; yet, aS being quite superfluous, it was more easily passed over than 
added. [Rejected by recent editors, R. V.]— Ver. 53. avr@ after ovvépy. is 
wanting in DL A &, Vulg. It. Or. Deleted by Tisch. [W. and Hort text ; but 
retained by Treg., Weiss, R. V.] An omission from misunderstanding. — [Ver. 
61. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B C L, 33, Copt., read otk amexp. ovdév.] 
— Ver. 65. &3uadov] Lachm, and Tisch. have *AaPov on decisive evidence. éAaBov 
not being understood, was variously altered. — Ver. 67. "Incot jo6a] BOC L & 
have 700 tov “Incov. So Lachm. and Tisch. D A, min. vss., including Vulg. 
and codd. It., have roi "Inc. before ro Nag. The latter is in accordance with the 
usual mode of expression, and with Matt. xxvi. 69. joa tov ’Incod is to be 
adopted ; this tov ’Ijoov following was omitted (so still in min., Fritzsche), and 
was then variously restored. — Ver. 68. ov« . . . oddé] Lachm. has otre . . . 
otte, following B DL &, Eus. So now Tisch. also; and rightly. See Matthew. 
—ri od Zéyewc] Lachm, and Tisch. have od ri A¢yevc, following BCL A &, min. 
Rightly ; od was omitted (so still in D, Vulg. It.), and then was restored at the 
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place that first presented itself after r/.—xal daécrop éodvyce] is wanting, 
indeed, in B L &, Copt. Colb. (bracketed by Lachm.); but the omission is 
manifestly caused by comparison with Matthew. [Retained by Tisch., R. V. 
text, omitted by W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. marg.] — Ver. 70. kai 4 Aadia cov 
6potdfer] So Elz. Scholz, Fritzsche, after Tad. ei. But the words are wanting 
inBO DL, min. Copt. Sahid. Vulg. codd. It. Eus. Aug. Condemned by 
Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An interpolation from Matt. xxvi. 73, 
in accordance with the very old reading in that place (D, codd. It.), duordgec. 
If the words were genuine, they would hardly have been passed over, contain- 
ing, as they do, so familiar and noteworthy a particular of the history ; the 
appeal to the homoeoteleuton is not sufficient. -- Ver, 71. Instead of duvtew 
(comp. Matthew), éuviva: is sufilciently vouched for by BE HLS U V XT, 
min. — Ver. 72. ci§éuc after «ai is wanting in Elz., but it is attested by B D G 
L & (which, with L, has not é« devr.), min. Syr. Arr. Aeth. Arm. Vulg. codd. 
It. Eus., and adopted by Griesb. Fritzsche, Scholz, Lachm. Nevertheless it 
was far easier for it to be introduced from Matt. xxvi. 74 than for it, with its 
prevalent use and appropriateness, to be omitted. Hence, on the important 
evidence for its omission (including A C), it is, with Tisch., to be struck out. 
[Tisch. VIII, retains cific, this being the form given in the older manuscripts ; 
so recent editors, R. V.; but W. and Hort bracket it in the margin. | — Instead 
of 70 pjua 6, the Recepta has tov fyuatoc ob, in opposition to decisive witnesses, 
among which, however, A B C L A &, min. Copt. Sahid. read 76 fpjua ae. 
Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] have the latter ; and with this pre- 
ponderant attestation, it is to be regarded as original (followed also by Luke 
rosie (ky. 


Vv. 1, 2. See on Matt. xxvi. 2-5. Comp. Luke.xxii. 1, 2. Including 
this short introduction cf simple historical tenor (in which Luke follows 
him), Mark is, in the entire narrative of the passion, generally more original, 
fresh, and free from later additions and amplifications of tradition than Mat- 
thew (comp. Weiss, 1861, p. 52 ff.), although the latter again is the more origi- 
nal in various details. — 1d rdoya x. ra aluua] the Passover and the unleavened 
(M8), ¢.e., the feast of the Passover and (which it likewise is) of the un- 
leavened. Comp. 3 Esdr. i. 19: qydyooav ... 70 maaya Kal THY EoptaY Tov 
alipov. On 7a afoua as a designation of the feast, comp. 3 Esdr. i. 10: 
éyovtec Ta alvua Kata Tac dvAdc. —éleyov yap] This yap (see the critical re- 
marks) informs us of the reason of the é{frovv x6¢ previously said ; for the 
feast was in their way, so that they could not at once proceed, but believed 
that they must let it first go quietly by, so that no tumult might occur. 
Victor Antiochenus remarks : ri pév sgoptav irephécba BobAovta’ ob avyxu- 
powvro dé, érecdy Thy Tpogntelav Mer KAnpovoNa THY év TH vopuKH StaTtvTOdeL, Ev 7) TO 
méoxva édbero, ynvi Kpbty teccapeckardendty Wuépe’ év Toit yap TH pjvi at év 
rabrn th Hugpa td GAnlwov réoya Wee Ouvrqva, ‘they determined to pass 
over the feast ; but they were not permitted, since it was necessary that the 
prophecy be fulfilled, that in the legal statute, according to which the pass- 
over came in on the fourteenth day of the first month ; for in this month 
and on this day it was necessary that the true passover should be slain.” A 
view right in itself ; not, however, according to the Synoptic, but according 
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to the Johannine account of the day of the death of Jesus. [See on ver. 12.] 
— ara] shall be, certainty of what was otherwise to be expected. ; 
Vy. 3-9.2 See on Matt. xxvi. 6-13. [See Note LXXXVII., p. 183.] Comp. 
John xii. 1-8, who also has the peculiar expression miori«jc, either directly 
from Mark, or from the form of tradition from which Mark also adopted it. 
Luke has at vil. 86 ff. a history of an anointing, but a different one. — 
ubpov vépdov] On the costliness of this, see Pliny, H. N. xiii. 2. — meorexae]® 
morixéc, in demonstrable usage, means nothing else than (1) convineing, per- 
suading (Xen. Cyrop. i. 6. 10: miotixworépovg . . . Adéyovc, Plato, Gorg. p. 455 
motikoc ydvov), thus being equivalent to reiorinde ; (2) 
faithful, trustworthy (Artemidorus, Oneir. ii. 82, p. 121: yur) mori Kat 
oixoupdc, Comp. miotixHc, Plut. Pel. 8 ; Scymn. orb. deser. 42), thus equivalent 
The latter signification is here to be maintained : nard, on which 
one can rely, v.e., unadulterated genuine nard, as Huscbius, Demonstr. ev. 9, 
calls the gospel ‘‘the good cheer of the genuine (rod mictixov) mixed wine 
(kpduaroc) of the new covenant” (where the contextual reference to the drink- 
ing lies not in rotvKod, but in xpdyaroc). The opposite is ‘‘ pseudo-nardus” 
(Plin. H. NV. xii. 12. 26), with which the genuine nard was often adulterated 
(comp. also Dioscor. mat. med. i. 6 f.). [See Note LXXXVIIL., p. 183. ] 
This is the explanation already given by Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus 
(both of whom, however, add that a special Aind of nard may also be intend- 
ed), and most of the older and more recent commentators (Liicke is not 
decided). But Fritzsche (following Casaubon, Beza, Erasmus Schmid, 
Maldonatus, and others of the older expositors quoted by Wolf, who deduce 
it from zivw) derives it from rimiccw, and explains it as nardus potabilis. 
Certainly anointing oils, and especially oil of spikenard, were drunk mingled 
with wine ;+ but the actual wsws loguendi stands decidedly opposed to this 
view, for according to it riord¢ doubtless’ has the signification of drinkable, 
but not morikéc, even apart from the facts that the context does not point 
to this quality, and that it is asserted not of the ointment, but of the nard 
(the plant). The uwsus loguendi, moreover, is decisive against all other ex- 
planations, such as that of the Vulgate :° spicati ;’ and that of Scaliger : 
pounded nard (equivalent to rioti«yc), from rricow, although’ this etymology 
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to morc. 


in itself would be possible (Lobeck, Paralip. p. 31). 


1 Wartung, Partikell. I. p. 140. 

2 Holtzmann, p. 95, attributes to this 
episode the significant purpose of introduc- 
ing the attitude of the betrayer, whose 
psychological crisis had now set in, in 
making advances to meet the Sanhedrim. 
But this could only be the case, if Mark and 
Matthew had named Judas as the murmur- 
er. Now Mark has tvés in general, and 
Matthew designates ot padyrai as the mur- 
murers. John is the first to name Judas. 

3 See on this word, Fritzsche in Joc., and 
inthe Hall. Lit. Z. 1840, p. 179 ff.; Liicke 
on John xii, 3; Winer, p. 89 [K. T. 97 f.]; 
Wichelhaus, Letdensgesch. p. 14f.; Stephani 


Others have derived 


Thes., ed. Hase, VI. p. 1117. 

4 Athen. xv. p. 689; Lucian, Wigrin. 31; 
Juvenal, Sat. vi. 303; Hirtius, de bell. Hisp. 
88.55 Plin. Z. WV. xiv. 19.5; and see in gen- 
eral, Hermann, Privatalterth. § 26. 8, 9. 


5 Aesch. Prom. 478; Lobeck, Technol. 
p. 131. 
® Comp. Castalio, Hammond, Grotius, 


Wetstein, Rosenmiiller. 

7 Mark having retained the Latin word, 
but having given to it another form. See 
also Estius, Annot. p. 892.—Several codd. of 
the It., too, have the translation spicati ; 
others: pislici, Vere. : optlimé. 
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note from the proper name of some unknown place (Pistie nard), as did 
Augustine ; but this was a cutting of the knot.!— rodvredoic] belongs to 
Lvpov, not to vépdov, which has its epithet already, and see ver. 5. Comp. 
Matt. xxvi. 7.—ovvtpipaca] neither: she rubbed it and poured, etc. 
(Kypke), nor : she shook the vessel,? but: she broke it,? namely, the narrow 
(Plin. IZ, NV. ix. 85) neck of the vessel, for she had destined the entire con- 
tents for Jesus, nothing to be reserved. — riv 4243. aAdBacrpoc occurs in all 
the three genders, and the codices vary accordingly. See the critical re- 
marks. —abrov rij¢ xedadge| (see the critcal remarks) on him upon the head, 
without the preposition usual in other cases,‘ card before rijc xeparjc.°— Ver. 
4. But there were some, who grumbled to one another (uttered grumblings to 
one another). mpoc¢ éavr., as at xi. 31, x. 26, al. What they murmured, is 
contained in what follows, without xa? Aéyovrec.® — Ver. 5. éveBpip. airy] they 
were angry at her. Comp. i. 48.— Ver. 7. cat brav Oéayre x.7.2.] certainly 
en amplifying addition of tradition, found neither in Matthew nor in John. 
— Ver. 8. What she was able (to do) she has done; the greatest work of love 
which was possible to her, she has done. Comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 80: dua 7d 
pndev Exe, 6 Te Tote. —tpoéAaBe «.t.A.] Beforehand she hath anointed my 
body on behalf of embalming (in order thereby to embalm it). A classical 
writer would have said rpoAaBoica éutpice.’ Passages with the infinitive 
from Josephus may be seen in Kypke, I. 192. We may add that the ex- 
pression in Mark already betrays the explanatory tradition. — Ver. 9. ei¢ bAov 
>. xdouov] asin i. 89. The relation to ézov is as at Matt. xxvi. 18. 

Vv. 10, 11. See on Matt. xxvi. 14-16. Comp. Luke xxii. 3-6. — cic rav 
dadexa] has a tragic stress. 

Vv. 12-16. See on Matt. 17-19. Comp. Luke xxii. 7-13. The 
marvellous character of the ordering of the repast, whichis not as yet found 
in Matthew with his simple rpé¢ roy deiva, points in Mark and Luke toa 
later form of the tradition (in opposition to Ewald, Weiss, Holtzmann, and 
others), as Bleek also assumes. Comp. Matt. xxvi. 18. This form may 
casily, under the influence of the conception of our Lord’s prophetic char- 
acter (comp. xi. 2 f.), have originated through the circumstance, that the 
two disciples met the servant of the deiva, to whom Jesus sent them, in the 
street with a pitcher of water. [See Note LXXXIX., p. 184.] Assuredly origi- 


XXYI1. 


1 Still the possibility of its being the ad- 
jective of a local name may not be called 
in question. In fact, the Scholiast, Aesch. 
Pers. 1, expressly says: tdde pév Tepoov 
mista KaAEiTaL. . . TOALS eoTe Tlepowy Miarerpa, 
Kadoupern, nv guyKoWas oO moinTys IIlota edn, 
‘“‘ These Persian things are called mata .. . 
there is a city of Persia called Pisteira, 
abridging which the poet saysPista.”’ Lo- 
beck, Pathol. p. 282, remarks on this: ‘‘Som- 
nium hoc est, sed nititur observatione licen- 
tiae popularis, qua nomina peregrina varie 
et multipliciter interpolantur,” ‘This is a 
fancy, but based upon observation of pop- 
ular license, by which foreign names are 
yariously and repeatedly interpolated.” 


On the taking of it as a local designation 
depends the translation pistici, which the 
Vulgate also, along with codd. of It., has 
in John xii. 3, although in the present pas- 
sage it gives spicati. 

2 Knatchbull, Hammond, Wakefield, Si/v. 
Crit. Vi. Ol. 

3 Ecclus. xxi. 14; Bar. vi. 17; Dem. 845, 
18; Xen., e¢ ai. 

4 Plato, Rep. iii. p. 397 E. 

5 Plato, Leg. vii. p. 814 D ; Herod. iv. 62. 

® Comp. the use of Savage, mirabundum 
quaerere, in Sturz, Lew. Xen. I. p. 511 f. 

7 Xen. Cyr. i. 2. 8; Thuc. iii.8; Dem. 44, 
8, a. 
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nal, however, is the sending of only two disciples in Mark, whom thereupon 
Luke xxii. 8 names, — bre t. rdoya evov| on which day they killed the paschal 
lamb (Ex. xii. 21 ; Deut. xvi. 2; 3 Esdr. i. 1, vii. 12), which occurred on the 
14th Nisan in the afternoon.’ See on Matt. xxvi. 17. [See Note XC., p. 184. | 
— Ver. 13. av0pwroc| The connection (see ver. 14) shows that the man in 
question was a slave ; his occupation was the carrying of water, Deut. xxix. 
10; Josh. ix. 21; Wetstein in loc. — kepducov tdatoc] an earthen vessel with water. 
Comp. aAdBacrpov jipov, ver. 3. ‘ The water-pitcher reminds one of the begin- 
ning of a meal, for which the hands are washed,” Ewald. — Ver. 14. 78 
katddvud ov) the lodging destined for me, in which (érov) I, ete. The word 
xatad., lodging, quarters, is bad Greek, Thom. M. p. 501.7 — Ver. 15. airdc] 
He himself, the master of the house. On the form dvdyaov instead of avo- 
yaov (Xen. Anab. v, 4. 29), which is preserved in the old lexicographers, see 
Fritzsche in loc.? In signification it is equivalent to brepdor, my, upper 
chamber, used as a place of prayer and of assembling together. Comp. on 
ii. 8, and see on Acts i. 13. —The attributes which follow are thus to be 
distributed : he will show you a large upper chamber spread, z.e., laid with 
carpets, in readiness. — érorudc. juiv| arrange for us, make preparation for 
us. Comp. Luke ix. 52. 

Vv. 17-25. See on Matt. xxvi. 20-29. Comp. Luke xxii. 14-23. — pera 
tov dddexa] Those two are to be conceived as having returned after the prep- 
aration. — Ver. 18 f. 6 éo@iwv ue7’ guod] not said for the purpose of making 
known the fact, but the expression of deeply painful emotion. — eic xafeic| 
man by man. See on this expression of late Greek, wherein the preposition 
is adverbial, Wetstein in loc.t—xai GAdoc] an inaccuracy of expression, as 
though there had been previously said not ei¢ xafeic, but merely eic. Mark 
in particular might be led into this inaccuracy by his graphic manner. — 
Ver. 20. 6 éuBarr.| not at this moment, and so not a definite designation of 
the traitor (as Bleek will have it), for after ver. 19 it is certain that the eat- 
ing was not immediately proceeded with (comp. on Matt. xxvi. 23) ; but 
neither is it generally : ‘‘ qui mecum vesei consuevit,” ‘who was wont to eat 
with me,” Beza ; but, like 6 éo0(wv per’ éuov, ver. 18, referring generally to 
this meal, and withal more precisely indicating the traitor to this extent, 
that he was one of those who reclined nearest to Jesus, and who ate with 
Him out of the same dish. According to Lange, indeed, the hand of Judas 
made a ‘movement playing the hypocrite,” and met the hand of the Lord, 
while the latter was still in the dish, in order with apparent ingenuousness 
to receive the morsel. A harmonistic play of fancy, whereof nothing appears 
in the text. — Ver. 24. eizev] namely, while they drank, not before the drink- 
ing. A deviation from Matthew and Luke, but not inappropriate, as Jesus 
gives the explanation not afterwards (in opposition to de Wette), but at the 


1 Neither here nor elsewhere have the 2 But see Pollux, i. 78, and Eustathius, ad 
Synoptics expressed themselves ambiguous- Od. iv. 146, 33, Rom. 
lyasto the day of the Last Supper. See 3 Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 12 [E. T. 13]. 
Hilgenfeld in his Zettschr. 1865, p. 96 ff. (in 4 Winer, p. 223 [E. T. 249]; Buttmann, 


opposition to Aberle in the theol. Quartal- neut. Gr. p. 27 [H. T. 30]. 
schr. TV. p. 548 ff.). 
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time of the drinking! (éo7/). A very immaterial difference, to be explained 
not from Mark’s mere love for alteration (de Wette), but from a diversity of 
the tradition, in respect to which, however, the greater simplicity and inde- 
pendence on the form of the ecclesiastical observance, which mark the 
narrative in Mark, tell in favor of its originality (in opposition to Baur). — 
TO alua pov tHe SLabyKync| my covenant-blood, as Matt. xxvi. 28. The definition, 
“‘the new covenant,” came in later ; as also ‘‘ for the forgiveness of sins” is a 
more precise specification from a further stage of development.? Comp. on 
Matt. xxvi. 28. And the direction, ‘‘ Do this in remembrance of me,” is first 
added in Paul (twice over) and in Luke. See on 1 Cor. xi. 24. 

Vy. 26-31. See on Matt. xxvi. 30-85. — Ver. 29. xai ei] even if. On the 
difference between this and ei «ai (which here occurs as a various reading), 
see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 519 f. —ai2’] in the apodosis of a connecting sen- 
tence, at certe.*— Ver. 30. ci] has the emphasis of the contrast with 427’ 
ovK éyO. — ofuspov tabry rH vuKri] (see the critical remarks) impassioned cli- 
max ; to-day, in this night. As to zplv 7, see on Matt. i. 18. —dic] a later 
form assumed by the utterance than in Matthew. Comp. vy. 68, 72. Even 
John xiii. 88 has it not. There was no occasion for a later simplification 
(Weiss), if the characteristic d/c¢ was there from the first. — Ver. 31. éxzepioca¢ 
é7a2ev] (see the critical remarks): but he was speaking exceedingly much. 
Observe the difference between this é2d2«: and the subsequent é/eyov (comp. 
on i, 84) ; the latter is the simple, definite saying; the former, with éxze- 
ptocdc, isin keeping with the passionate nature of Peter not even yet silenced 
by ver. 80. The word éxrepioc. is not preserved elsewhere. — arapyvjcouat| 
ov ph, with the future,* denotes the right sure expectation. Comp. on Matt. 
XXvi. 35. 

Vv. 32-42. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 36-46. Comp. Luke xxii. 40-46. — 
Ver. 83. éx@auBeicGa] used in this place of the anguish (otherwise at ix. 15). 
The word occurs in the N. T. only in Mark, who uses strongly graphic lan- 
guage. Comp. xvi. 5, 6. Matthew, with more psychological suitableness, 
has Avreiofar. — éwe Gavarov] See on Matt. xxvi. 88, and comp. Ecclus. xxxvii. 
2; Clem. 1 Cor. 4: GyAoc éroinaev "loond péype Oavatov diwxbqvat, Test. XII. 
Patr. p. 520. — wapéAby an’ avtov] Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 527 : nigazo 

. . wa TapédOn ar’ Euod 7) opyy Kvpiov. —7 Opa] the hour kar’ éoxnv, hora fatalis. 
It passes over from the man, when the latter is spared from undergoing 
its destiny. — Ver. 86. ’AGGa] 838 ; so spoke Jesus in prayer to His Father. 
This mode of address assumed among the Greek-speaking Christians the 
nature of a proper name, and the fervor of the feeling of childship added, 
moreover, the appellative address 6 ca7/#p,—a juxtaposition, which gradually 
became so hallowed by usage that here Mark even places it in the very mouth 
of Jesus, which is an involuntary Hysteron proteron. The usual view, that 
6 wathp is an addition by way of interpreting, is quite out of place in the 


1 Comp. also Riickert, Abendm. p. 72. that these very words contain a later mod- 
2 But observe how the idea of reconciliation _ ification of the narrative. 
is already in the case of Mark implied in 3 See Heindorf, ad Plat. Soph. p. 341 f.; 


the simple trép woAA@y. Even Baur (newt. Klotz, p. 93. 
Theol. p. 102) acknowledges this, but thinks 4 See Ellendt, Lex. Soph, Il. p. 410 ff. 
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fervent address of prayer. See on Rom, viii. 15. Against the objections of 
Fritzsche, see on Gal. iv. 6. —rapéveyxe] carry away past. Habn was 
wrong, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 209 f., in deducing from the passage (and from 
Luke xxii. 24) that Jesus had been tempted by His capg. Every temptation 
came to Him from without. But in this place He gives utterance only to 
His purely human feeling, and that with unconditional subordination to 
God, whereby there is exhibited even in that very feeling His py yvéva ayap- 
riav, Which is incompatible with incitements to sin from His own cap&. — 
aan ov] The following interrogative ri shows how the utterance emotionally 
broken off is here to be completed. Hence somewhat in this way : but 
there comes not into question, not : aAw ov yevéicbw. —Ver. 41. xabeddere Aowrov 
«.7.A.] as at Matt. xxvi. 45, painful irony : sleep on now, and take your rest ! 
[See Note XCI., p. 184.] Hardly has Jesus thus spoken when He sees 
Judas approach with his band (vv. 42, 48). ‘Then his mood of painful irony 
breaks off, and with urgent earnestness He now goes on in hasty, unconnected 
exclamations : there is enough (of sleep) ! the hour is come! see, the Son of 
man is delivered into the hands of sinners! arise, let us go (to meet this deci- 
sive crisis) ! see, my betrayer is at hand! It is only this view of améyer, ac- 
cording to which it refers to the sleep of the disciples, that corresponds to 
the immediate connection with what goes before (kafeidere x.7.2.) and fol- 
lows ; and how natural is the change of mood, occasioned by the approach- 
ing betrayers! All the more original is the representation.’ Hence it 
is not : there is enough of watching (Hammond, Fritzsche). The wsws lo- 
quendi of aréyer, sufficit (Vulgate), depends on the passages, which certainly 
are only few and late, but certain, (pseudo-)Anacreon, xxviii. 83 ; Cyrill. 
in Hagg. ii. 9, even although the gloss of Hesychius : aréyer, axédypn, éapxel, 
is critivally very uncertain.? Others interpret at variance with linguistic 
usage : abest, ‘‘it is gone,” sc. anwietas mea, ‘‘my anxiety” (see Heumann, 
Thiess), or the betrayer ;* aréyew, in fact, does not mean the being removed 
in itself, but denotes the distance.+ 
rendering : 


Lange also is linguistically wrong in 
‘tt is all over with it,” it will do no longer. The comparison of 
ovdév aréyer, nothing stands in the way,—in which, in fact, aréyer 1s not in- 
transitive, but active,—is altogether irrelevant. 

Vv. 43-52. See on Matt. xxvi. 47-56. Comp. Luke xxii. 47-53. The 
brief, vivid, terse narrative, especially as regards the blow of the sword and 
the young man that fled (which are alleged by Wilke to be interpolated), 
testifies to its originality. — dedd«ec] without augment.* — ciconuov] a concert- 


1 Comp. Erasmus, Bengel (‘‘suas jam 
peractas habet sopor vices; nune alia res 
est’), Kuinoel, Ewald, Bleek. 

2 See Buttmann in the Stud. w. Irit. 1858, 
p. 506. He would leave aréye: without any 
idea to complete it, and that in the sense: 
it is accomplished, it is the time of fulfilment, 
the end is come, just as Grotius, ad Matt. 
xxvi. 45 (peractum est), and as the codex 
Brixiensis has, adest finis, while D and min. 
add to améyer: rd TéAos. The view deserves 
consideration. Still the usual if is enough 


¢ 


is more in keeping with the empirical use, 
as it is preserved in the two passages of 
Anacreon and Cyril ; moreover, it gives rise 
to a doubt in the matter, that Jesus should 
have spoken a word equivalent to the terté- 
Acotat Of John xix. 30 even now, when the 
consummation was only just beginning. 

= Bornemann in the Stud. u. Writ. 1843, 
p. 108 f. 

4Xen. Anabd. iv. 8. 5; Polyb. i. 19. 5; 2 
Mace. xi. 5, xii. 29. 

5 See Winer, p. 67 f. [E. T: (2 f-]. 
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ed signal, belongs to the later Greek.! — do¢a?ic] securely, so that He can- 
notescape. Comp. Acts xvi. 23. — Ver. 45. /a$3?, pa33i] The betrayer him- 
self is under excitement. [But sce critical note.] — Ver. 49. a4’ iva x.7.A.] 
8¢.: ag éxt Anotiy t&HABare «.7.A. ver. 48. Comp. John ix. 8, i. 8, xiii. 18. 
—Ver. 50. It would have been more exact to name the subject (the dis- 
ciples). — Ver. 51 f. cvvyxodot@er avrg] (see the critical remarks) : he followed 
Him along with, was included among those who accompanied Jesus in the 
garden.— owdéva] a garment like a shirt, made of cotton cloth or of linen 
(see Bast, ep. erit. p. 180), in which people slept. ‘‘ Atque ita hic juvenis 
lecto exsilierat,” ‘‘and so this youth had sprung up from his bed,” Grotius. 
—éri yuuvoi] not to be supplemented by céuaroc, but a neuter substantive. 
Comp. ra yuura, the nakedness, and see in general Kiihner, II. p. 118. —If 
oi veavioxot Were genuine, it would not have to be explained as the soldiers 
(Casaubon, Grotius, de Wette), since the context makes no mention of such, 
but generally : the young people, who were to be found in the éyoc, ver. 43. 
— Who the young man was, is not to be defined more precisely than as : an 
adherent of Jesus,* but not one of the Twelve. [See Note XCII., p. 184.] The 
latter point follows not from ver. 50 (for this young man also, in fact, had 
fled), but from the designation ¢ic¢ tie veavion. in itself, as well as from the 
fact that he already had on the night-dress, and therefore had not been in 
the company at the table. There was no justification, therefore, for guess- 
ing at John,® while others have even concluded from the one garment that it 
was James the Just, the brother of the Lord.4 There are other precarious 
hypotheses, such as: a youth from the house where Jesus had eaten the 
Passover (Victor Antiochenus and Theophylact), or from a neighboring farm 
(Grotius), or Mark himself (Olshausen, Bisping). The latter is assumed also 
by Lange, who calls him a ‘‘ premature Joseph of Arimathea ;” and likewise 
by Lichtenstein, who, by a series of combinations, identifies the evangelist 
with a son of the master of the house where the Passover took place. Casau- 
bon aptly remarks: ‘‘quis fuerit hic juvenis quaerere curiosum est et va- 
num, quando inveniri rd Cyrotwevoy non potest,” ‘To ask who this youth was 
is curious and vain, because what is sought cannot be found.” Probably 
Mark himself did not know his name. — It must be left undetermined, too, 
whence (possibly from Peter?) he learned this little episode,® which was 
probably passed over by Matthew and Luke only on account of its unimpor- 
tance. — yuwvde] ‘‘ pudorem vicit timor in magno periculo,” ‘‘In great dan- 
ger fear conquers shame,” Bengel. 

Vv. 538, 54. See on Matt. xxvi. 57 f. Comp. Luke xxii. 54 f. [See Note 
XCIII., p. 184 seq.] — rpd¢ r. apyep.] ¢.e., Caiaphas, not Annas, as appears 
from Matthew. — ovvépyovra: av7@] is usually explained : they come together to 


1 See Wetstein and Kypke, Sturz, Dial. xiv. 23. 


Al. p. 196. 4 Epiphanius, Waer. lxxxvii. 18, as also in 
2Not possibly Saw (the subsequent Theophylact. 
Apostle Paul), who had run after Him from 5 According to Baur, only a piquant ad- 


curiosity, as Ewald, Gesch. der apost. Zeit. dition of Mark; according to Hilgenfeld, it 
p. 839, conjectures. is connected with Mark’s conception of 1 
3 Ambrose, Chrysostom, Gregory, Moral. more extended circle of disciples (ii. 14?). 
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Him (the high priest), in which case the dative is either taken as that of the 
direction (Fritzsche), or is made to depend upon ovwy : with him, i.e., at his 
house, they assemble. But always in the N. T.,’ even in John xi. 33, ovvép- 
vecbat tue means: to come with any one, una cum aliquo venire ;? and ait, 
in accordance with the following 7xoA0bfycev avté, is most naturally to be 
referred to Jesus. Hence : and there came with Him all the chief priests,’ 
i.€., at the same time, as Jesus is led in, there come also all the priests, etc., 
who, namely, had been bespoken for this time of the arranged arrest of the 
delinquent. This view of the meaning, far from being out of place, is quite 
in keeping with the vivid representation of Mark. — rpoc rd ¢ac] at the fire- 
light, Luke xxii. 56.4 According to Baur, indeed, this is an expression 
unsuitably borrowed from Luke. 

Vv. 55-65. See on Matt. xxvi. 59-68. — Ver. 56. kat ica: x.7.2.] and the 
testimonies were not alike ® (consonant, agreeing). At least two witnesses had 
to agree together ; Deut. xvii. 6, xix. 15.° The «ai is the simple: and. 
Many testified falsely and dissimilarly. — Ver. 58. jueic] we, on our part : 
the éyé also which follows has corresponding emphasis. — yerporoinrov . . . 
dddov ayxetporoinrov| peculiar to Mark, but certainly (comp. on xv. 29) a later 
form of the tradition resulting from reflection (at variance with John’s own 
interpretation) as to the meaning of the utterance in John ii. 19, according 
to which there was found in that saying a reference to the new spiritual 
worship of God, which in a short time Christ should put in the place of the 
old temple-service. Comp. Acts vi. 14. Matthew is here more simple and 
more original. —dyevpor. |] is an appositional more precise definition to a/Aov." 
Comp. on Luke xxiii. 32.— Ver. 59. otdé otrwc] and not even thus (when they 
gave this statement) was their testimony consonant. The different witnesses 
must therefore have given utterance to not unimportant variations in details 
(not merely in their mode of apprehending the saying, as Schenkel would 
have it). It is plain from this that one witness was not heard in the pres- 
ence of the other.* Others, like Erasmus, Grotius, Calovius, in opposition 
to linguistic usage and to the context (see ver. 56), hold that icoc is here and 
at ver. 56 : sufficient. — Ver. 60. Two questions, as at Matt. xxvi. 62. If 
we assume only one, like the Vulgate, and take ri for 6,7 : answerest thou 
nothing to that, which, etc.,° it is true that the construction droxpivecbat ru is 
not opposed to it (see on Matthew), but the address is less expressive of the 
anxiety and urgency that are here natural to the questioner. Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 217 [E. T. 251], harshly suggests that ‘‘ hearing” should be sup- 
plied before 6,7. — Ver. 61. Well-known parallelismus antitheticus, with em- 


1 Luke xxiii. 55; Acts i. 21, ix. 89, al. 

2 Comp. Winer, p. 193 [E. T. 215]. 

8 Whither ? is clearly shown from the con- 
text, namely, to the apxvepevs. This in op- 
position to Wieseler, Synops. p. 406. 

4See Raphel, Polyb. p. 151; Sturz, Lea. 
Xen. TV. p. 519 f. 

5It is not to be accented tcos, as in 
Homer, but toos, as with the Attic and later 
writers. See Fritzsche in loc.; Bentley, ad 


Menandr. fragm. p. 538, ed. Meinek. ; 
Brunck, ad Arist. Plut. 1113; Lipsius, 
grammat. Unters. p. 24. 

6 Lightfoot, p. 658; Michaelis, Mfos. R. 
§ 299 ; Saalschiitz, p. 604. 

7 See van Hengel, Annotat. p. 55 ff. 

8 Comp. Michaelis, Jos. &. § 299, p. 97. 

® Bornemann in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, 
p. 120 f.; Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald, 
Bleek, and various others. 
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phasis. Inversely at Acts xviii, 9.— 6 cidoynréc] nar’ éoyxfv, 9123, God. 
Used absolutely thus only here inthe N. T. The Sanctus benedictus of the 
Rabbins is well known (Schoettgen, ad Rom. ix. 5). The expression makes 
us feel the blasphemy, which would be involved in the affirmation. But it 
is this affirmation which the high priest wishes (hence the form of his ques- 
tion : ‘Thou art the Messiah ?), and Jesus gives it, but with what a majestic 
addition in this deep humiliation !— Ver. 62. The daz’ apr: in Matt. xxvi. 
64, which is wanting in Mark, and which requires for what follows the jig- 
urative meaning, is characteristic and certainly original.’ That jigurative 
meaning is, moreover, required in Mark by éx defcév xabqu. tr. dvv., although 
Keim finds in this interpretation ‘‘arbitrariness without measure.” Luke 
only, xxii. 69, while abbreviating and altering the saying, presents the Uit- 
eral meaning. — Ver. 63. rove yirdvac] a more accurate statement, in accord- 
ance with the custom of rending the garments, than the general rd iudra in 
Matt. xxvi. 65; see im loc. People of rank wore two under-garments 
(Winer, Realo.) ; hence rove yer. — Ver. 64. karéxpivar x.t.A. | they condemned 
Him, to be guilty of death.* On xaraxp. with an infinitive, comp. Herod. vi. 
85, ix. 93; Xen. Hier. vii. 10. — Ver. 65. jjpfav7o] when the ‘guilty !” had 
been uttered. A vivid representation of the sequel. —rtuvéc] comp. pre- 
viously oi d& rdvtec, hence : some of the Sanhedrists. The servants, t.e., the 
servants of the court, follow afterwards. — zpodfrevoor] usually : who struck 
thee, according to the amplifying narratives of Matthew and Luke. Mark, 
however, does not say this, but generally : prophesy ! which as Messiah thou 
must be able to do! They wish to bring Him to prophesy by the kodadiferw ! 
The narrative of Mark, regarded as an abbreviation (Holtzmann), would be 
a singularity without motive. Matthew and Luke followed another tradi- 
tion. The veiling of the face must, according to Mark, be considered 
merely as mocking mummery.—And after some of the Sanhedrists had thus 
mocked and maltreated Him, the servants received Him with strokes of the 
rod. To them He was delivered for custody until further orders. This is 
the meaning according to the reading é/aov (see the critical remarks). On 
the explanation of the reading éBadrov, they struck Him, see Bornemann in 
the Stud. uw. Krit. 1848, p. 188. As to paricuacw, see on Matt. xxvi. 67. 
The dative denotes the form, the accompanying circumstances, with which 
on the part of the servants the “AaBov took place. Bernhardy, p. 100 f.? 
Vv. 66-72. See Matt. xxvi. 69-75. Comp. Luke xxii. 56-62. — kdro] be- 
low, in contrast with the buildings that were situated higher, which sur- 


1 On pera tr. veded., comp. Dan. vii. 13 (DJS); 
Rev. i. 7. 

2 This was the result, which was already 
from the outset a settled point with the 
court, and to the bringing about of which 
the judicial procedure had merely to lend 
the form of legality. The defence of the 
procedure in Saalschiitz, Vos. R. p. 623 ff., 
only amounts to a pitiful semblance of right. 
Against the fact as it stood, that Jesus 
claimed to be the Messiah, they had no 


law; this claim, therefore, was brought 
into the sphere of the spiritual tribunal un- 
der the title of blasphemy, and before the 
Roman tribunal under that of high treason. 
And into the question as to the ground and 
truth of the claim—although in the con- 
fession of Jesus there was implied the ex- 
ceptio veritatis—they prudently did not en- 
ter at all. 

3 Comp. the Latin accipere aliguem ver- 
beribus (Cic. Tusc. ii. 14. 34). 
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rounded the court-yard (see on Matt. xxvi. 3). — Ver. 68. oire oida, obte 
éxictaua| (see the critical remarks) I neither know nor do I understand. 
Thus the two verbs that are negatived are far more closely connected (con- 
ceived under one common leading idea) than by ov« . On the 
manner of the denial in the passage before us, comp. Test. XII. patr. 
p. 715 : The doubling of the expression denotes earnestness ; 
Bornemann, Schol. in Luh. p. xxxi. £. — rpoatiuov] Somewhat otherwise in 
Matt. xxvi. 71. See in loc. — kai ar. é¢.| and a cock crew ; peculiar to Mark 
in accordance with xiv. 30. [See critical note.]— Ver. 69. 7 wadioxn] con- 
sequently the same, a difference from Matt. xxvi. 71. It is still other- 
wise in Luke xxii. 58.— dav] would, if it belonged to idotca airéy (as 
taken usually), stand before these words, since it would have logical em- 
phasis in reference to idovca, ver. 67. Comp. subsequently wdiw gpveiro. 
Hence it is, with Erasmus, Luther, Grotius, and Fritzsche, to be attached 
to #pfato, on which account, moreover, C L A & have placed it only after 
wp. So Tischendorf. Still the word on the whole is critically suspicious, 
although it is quite wanting only in B M, vss. : the addition of it was nat- 
ural enough, even although the Aéyew here is not addressed again to Peter. 
— jipéato| graphic. — Ver. 70. 7pveito] Tempus adumbrativum (as so often in 
Mark). The second radw introduces a renewed address, and this, indeed, 
ensued on the part of those who were standing by. Hence it is not : made 
éAeyov of rap., but : radu ol rap. Eeyov. — kai yap Tadd. ei| for thou art also 
a Galilean ; 7.e., for, besides whatever else betrays thee, thou art, moreover, 
a Galilean. They observed this from his dialect, as Matthew, following a 
later shape of the tradition, specifics. — Ver. 72. éxvBadér]| not : coepit flere, 
‘began to weep” (Vulg. It. Goth. Copt. Syr. Euthymius Zigabenus, 
Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Heinsius, Loesner, Michaelis, Kuinoel [R. Y. 
margin] and others), as D actually has jpéaro «daiew, which certainly also 
those versions have read ; expressed with émuGdddew, it must have run éré- 
Bare xaatew, and this would only mean : he threw himself on, set himself to, 
the weeping (comp. Erasmus and Vatablus: ‘‘prorupit in fletum,” ‘‘ burst 
forth into weeping ;” see also Bengel) ; nor yet : ewm se foras projecisset, 
‘‘when he bad rushed out of doors” (Beza, Raphel, Vater, and various 
others), since éx:BaAov might doubtless mean : when he had rushed away, 
but not : when he had rushed out,—an alteration of the meaning which 
Matt. xxvi. 75, Luke xxii. 62, by no means warrant ;? nor yet : veste capiti 
injecta flevit, ‘“‘ his garment being thrown upon his head, he wept,” * 
which presupposes a supplement not warranted in the context and with- 


ovdé.? 


OvK o10a 6 Aéyerc. 


1 See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 106 f. 

2Lange: “he rushed out thereupon,” 
namely, on the cock crowing asthe awaken- 
ing cry of Christ. ‘First a rushing out as 
if he had an external purpose, then a pain- 
ful absorption into himself and weeping. 
... Outside he found that the cry went 
inward and upward, and now he paused, 
and wept.” A characteristic piece of 
fancy. 


8’ Theophylact, Salmasius, de foen. Trap. 
p. 272; Calovius, L. Bos, Wolf, Elsner, Krebs, 
Fischer, Rosenmiiller, Paulus, Fritzsche, 
and others. So also Linder in the Stud. wu. 
A7it. 1862, p. 562 f., inappropriately com- 
paring wepiBaddAecv, and appealing to 2 Kings 
vill. 15 (where the word, however, does not 
at all stand absolutely) and to Ley. xiii. 45 
(where the middle voice is used). 
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out precedent in connection with émfd22en, and would, moreover, 
require the middle voice; neither, and that for the same reason, is 
it : after he had cast his eyes upon Jesus (Hammond, Palairet) ; nor : addens, 
‘“adding,” i.e., praeterea, ‘‘ thereafter” (Grotius), which is at variance with 
linguistic usage, or repetitis vicibus flevit, ‘with repeated turns he wept” 
(Clericus, Heupel, Miinthe, Bleek), which would presuppose a weeping as 
having already previously occurred (Theophrastus, Char. 8 ; Diodorus Sic- 
ulus, p. 345 B). Ewald is linguistically correct in rendering : Breaking in 
with the tears of deep repentance upon the sound of the cock arousing him.! 
Thus we should have to conceive of a loud weeping, answering, as it were, 
to the cock-crowing. From a linguistic point of view Casaubon is already 
correct (karavogoac) :* when he had attended thereto, namely, to this pjua of 
Jesus, when he had directed his reflection to it. [So A. V. and R. V. text. } 
The latter mode of taking it (allowed also by Beza) appears more in accord- 
ance with the context, because avenrjodn «.7.2. precedes, so that émiBardv 
corresponds to the dveurvio3y as the further mental action that linked itself 
thereto, and now had as its result the weeping. Peter remembers the word, 
reflects thereupon, weeps / 


Notts By AMERICAN Eprror. 


LXXXVII. Vv. 3-9. The anointing at Bethany. 


It seems quite probable that the account of John is more accurate in plac- 
ing, as it certainly seems to do, this occurrence before the entry to Jerusalem 
(so Godet). Weiss ed. Mey. speaks of it as inserted here for the purpose of 
‘making prominent how definitely Jesus foresaw His death, and described the 
anointing as a preparation for it (ver. 8), while His enemies sought for means 
of bringing it about, yet entirely helplessly, until the proposal of Judas opened 
the prospect for carrying out their plans.” 


LXXXVII. Ver. 3. pbpov vapdov riotixie. 


Nothing need be added to Meyer’s statement of the sense of riorixfe except 
the renderings of the R. V. The text retains: ‘‘spikenard,” which is unintelii- 
gible. The Eng. Rev. give the margin : Greek pistic nard, pistic being perhaps 
a local name. Others take it to mean genuine; others, liquid. The Amer. 
Rey. have a decided preference for the view of Meyer; reading in the text 
“pure nard,’’ with the margin: “ Or, liquid nard.” Soin John xii. 3. Weiss 
ed. Mey. agrees with our author, though he alters the arrangement of his notes. 


1 See Polyb. i. 80. 1, xxiii. 1. 8; Stephani [E. T. 145]. 
Thes., ed. Hase, III. p. 1526; Schweighauser, 3 See the examples for this undoubted 
Lex. Polyd. p. 244 f. use of émiBaddAery with and without tov vody 
2Then Wetstein, Kypke, Gléckler, de or thy dudvorav, in Wetstein, p. 682f.; Kypke, 
Wette, Bornemann (in the Stud. u. Krit. Ii p: 196 f. 
1843, p. 139), Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 127 
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LXXXIX. Vv. 12-16. 


There is no evidence of preconcert here, and the distinct prediction that the 
disciples would be met by the man points to supernatural knowledge. Meyer 
finds in this a later form of the tradition, but a Messiah, to whom he concedes 
pre-existence, might be allowed at least thus much of fore-knowledge. Weiss 
ed. Mey. is not more satisfactory. He denies the marvellous character (and 
hence a later tradition), but finds only the carrying out of an arrangement made 
with the householder by Jesus, to prevent the other disciples from knowing in 
advance where the place was. 


XC. Ver. 12. bre 76 racyva Evov. 


In the volumes on Matthew and John will be found a fuller discussion of the 
vexed question whether the last Passover was eaten at the regular time (14th 
Nisan), as the Synoptists positively state, or on the day previous, as John seems 
toimply. The controversy has been in progress since the second century. A 
good résumé will be found in Schaff, ‘‘ History of the Christian Church,’”’ I. pp. 
133-135, new ed. He agrees with Robinson (‘‘Harmony’”) in accepting the 
former view. It may be suggested that the later date of John’s gospel involves a 
knowledge on his part of the view current in the church, which, on any theory 
of the origin of the Synoptic gospels, must have been in accordance with their 
direct statements. Hence, if he meant to correct this mistake, he could and 
would have plainly intimated the time in as definite a manner as the Synoptists 
have done. But this he has not done. His statements are supplementary (i.e., 
to what was already well known, whether designedly supplementary to the 
Synoptic Gospels or not), and should be explained accordingly. 


XCI. Ver. 41. kaQetdere Aowrov K.T.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. properly rejects the view of Meyer that this was spoken in 
*¢ painful irony,’’ regarding it as sorrowful earnestness. They can now sleep ; 
He does not need their watchfulness any longer—the hour of betrayal is come. 
This, of course, takes déyer as referring to the necessity for their fellowship and 
the watchfulness Jesus had asked of them. Even could they watch it cannot 
now avail. (Comp. Int. Revis. Comm. Mark, p. 201.) 


XCII. Ver. 51. cat veavioxoc ric. 


The above is the reading of Treg., W. and Hort, R. V. (so Weiss), following 
8% BCL; Meyer and Tisch. retain kat ei¢ tu¢ veavioxoc, as in Rec. Weiss ed. 
Mey. thinks it quite certain that the young man was Mark, since it would have 
a special interest for him, and also that it is at least probable that he was a son 
of the master of the house where the Passover took place. Godet deems this 
“not impossible,’’ 


XCIII. Vv. 53, 54. Jesus on Trial before the Jewish Rulers. 


If we accept the statements of the four Evangelists as accurate, it is safest to 
admit that there were three hearings before the Jewish rulers. (1) Before 
Annas, narrated by John (xviii. 13, 15), who omits the others, as well known. 
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(2) Before Caiaphas, at night, mentioned in this chapter and by Matthew (xxvi. 
57-68). (3) A final and formal examination in the morning, named by Mark 
(xv. 1) and Matthew (xxvii. 1), but narrated in detail by Luke (xxii. 66-71). The 
denials of Peter occurred during the time from the first to the close of the 
second, John giving the more exact note of time, since he was present. But 
Matthew and Mark are quite accurate in placing in an account the various 
denials. This they give after the narrative of the night trial before the rulers. 
Luke, however, with the same accuracy, places the denials of Peter before the 
examination in the morning, of which he gives the details. See Godet, Lnke, 
pp. 478-482, Am. ed. 
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CHAPTER XV. 


Ver. 1. éx? 70 rpwt] BCD L 8 46, Or. Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] 
have merely xpwi. But why should éz? ro have been added? The omission is 
easily explained from the fact that the transcribers had the simple conception 
mane (Vulg.; comp. Matt. xxvii. 1). — Instead of rougo. Tisch. has érowwuo., fol- 
lowing only C L 8, without min. vss. and Fathers. [Treg., W. and Hort text, 
R. V., retain roijoavtec.] But it is worthy of consideration, as roujo. might 
easily come from iii. 6.—[Ver. 2. Tisch., recent editors, R. V. with 8 BC D, 
Copt., Arm., read avr Aéyer instead of elev ai7d. — Ver. 3. The clause : avta¢ 
dé obdév drexp., is an addition from the parallel passages, not found in any im- 
portant uncial. ]— Ver. 4. catrayapt.| B C D 8, Copt. Aeth. It. Vulg. have xcaryyo- 
povcty. So Lachm. and Tisch. ; the Recepta is from Matt. xxvii. 13.—[Ver. 6. 
Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8* A B,* read 6» rapyrtovvro, which 
was easily changed into évrepjtovvto. In A the transition is indicated by the 
reading ov" repytovvro.| — Ver. 7. avoracvacrov] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. [Treg., 
W. and Hort, R. V-] have craciacrév, following BC DK &, min. Sahid. But 
how easily the syllable ZY dropped away before ZT, even although no scruple 
might be felt at the unusual ovotac.! ZY has scarcely been added to make it 
undoubted that Barabbas was himself an insurgent with the others (Fritzsche), 
which assuredly apart from this every transcriber found in the words. — Ver. 8. 
avafonoac] Lachm. Tisch. have dvu@dc, following BD &*, Copt. Sahid. Goth. 
Vulg. 1%. Approved also by Schulz and Rinck. The dvaBdc was not under- 
stood, and, in accordance with what follows (vv. 13, 14), it was awkwardly 
changed into the dvaSoyoac, which was as yet in this place premature.— [Tisch., 
W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with SB A, Copt., omit dei. — Ver. 12. W. and 
Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8 BC A, Copt., omit 0éAerTe.] — Ov Aéyere] Lachm. has 
deleted this, on too slight evidence, If it had been added, it would have taken 
the form tov Aeyéuevov from Matt. xxvii. 22. But révisto be adopted before 
Bao. (with Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch.), according to A B C A &, min., to which 
also D may be added as reading 7 BaccA. Out of the swerving from év to rév 
is explained the omission of Oy Aéyere, Which happened the more easily after 
ver. 9. — Ver, 14. The reading repsoo@c¢ (Lachm.), instead of the Recepta nepio- 
cotépwoc, is So decisively attested that it may not be derived from Matt. xxvii. 
23. Somewhat more weakly, but still so considerably, is éxpagov (Lachm.) in 
the sequel attested (A D G K M, min.; A: éxpafav), that this also is to be 
adopted, and éxpafav is to be regarded as a repetition from ver. 13. [But 
Tisch., recent editors, R. V., accept éxpatav, following BC 8, etc.]— Ver. 17. 
évdvovowv] Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch. have évdidtckovoww, which Griesb. also 
recommended, and Schulz approved, following BC DFA, min. Rightly ; 
the familiar verb supplanted the unusual one. — Ver. 18. The Recepla BaciAcv 
isto be maintained 3 6 BacrAetc (Griesb. Scholz) is from Matthew and John. The 
evidence is divided.— Ver. 20. oravpéowov] Lachm. and Tisch. have oravpdcovorr, 
following AC DLP A, min. (B has not got iva oravp. air at all), With this 
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preponderant attestation, and as the subjunctive so easily intruded itself, the 
future is to be adopted. [W. and Hort, Weiss, accept the subjunctive, which is 
attested by Sand B. (Meyer incorrectly says the latter codex omits the clause.) 
Tisch. omits airév. There are a number of minor variations in this verse. ] 
— Ver. 22. Before Toay. Fritzsche and Tisch. have rév, following B C** FLA 
, min. Rightly ; the article, superfluous in itself, was left out in accordance 
with Matthew. — Ver. 23. meiv] is with Tisch., following B C* L A &, Copt. 
Arm., to be struck out as being an addition from Matt. xxvii. 34. — Ver. 24. 
Instead of diapepiCovrae Elz. has dceuéptCov, in opposition to all the uncials. 
[Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with B L, Copt., read cravpovory aitov al ; the par- 
ticipial form is from Matthew.]— Ver. 28. The whole of this verse is wanting 
in ABCD X &, min. Cant. Sahid. Condemned by Griesb., Schulz, and 
Fritzsche, deleted by Tisch. It isan ancient, but in the case of Mark a foreign, 
interpolation from a recollection of Luke xxii. 37 (comp. John xix. 24), — Ver. 
29. év rproiv iy. olxod.] Lachm. and Tisch. have oix. tp. #u. As well the omis- 
sion of év as the putting of oix. first, is sufficiently well attested te make the 
Recepta appear as an alteration in accordance with Matt. xxvii. 40. — Ver. 30. 
kat kataéBa] Lachm. Tisch. have carafdc, following B D L A 8, Copt. Vulg. codd. 
It. The Recepia is a resolution of the participle ; comp. P, min.: kal caraBnOx 
(in accordance with Matthew). — Ver. 33. «ai yevou. (Lachm. and Tisch.) is to be 
adopted instead of yevou. dé on preponderating evidence ; but in ver. 34 the 
Recepta th Spa th évary is, following A C E G, etc., to be maintained, — Lachm. 
Tisch. [recent editors] read r7 évatrn dpa, which suggested itself in accordance 
with Matt. xxvii. 46. — Ver. 34, The words é4ot «.r.2, are very variously writ- 
ten in codd. and vss. The Recepta Aauwud is in any case rejected by the evi- 
dence ; between the forms Acud (Lachm.), Aaua (Tisch.), and Agua (Fritzsche), in 
the equal division of the evidence, there is no coming toa decision, [Tisch. 
VIII. has Acua ; recent editors (BD), Aaqud.] — Ver. 36. re] has important but 
not preponderating evidence against it ; itis deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [re- 
cent editors, R. V.]. But if it had been added, kai epi. would have been writ- 
ten (Matt. xxvii. 48), which, however, is only found in a few cursives. On the 
other hand, previously instead of eic, rec is to be read with Tisch., and the fol- 
lowing «ai to be deleted with Lachm. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.]. The Re- 
cepta is moulded after Matthew. — Ver. 39. xpdac] is wanting only in BL &, 
Copt. Ar. (deleted by Tisch.), and easily became objectionable. [Bracketed by 
Treg., omitted by W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. text.] The arrangement odro¢ 6 
dvOper. in Lachm. and Tisch. is attested by BD LA 8, min. The Lecepta is 
from Luke xxiii. 47. [Ver. 40. Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8 BL, 
omit fv (from Matthew), and Tisch., recent editors, with 8° B D L A, 33, Copt., 
read ’Iwaijroc ; so ver. 47; comp. on chap. vi. 3, and exegetical note on ver. 47.] 
— Ver. 41. aj kai] Lachm. and Tisch. have merely ai. So also Rinck, [W. and 
Hort, R. V., omit «ai. Treg. brackets «ai in text, and ci in margin.] But the 
collocation of the two almost similar syllables was the occasion of the dropping 
away partly of ai (A C L A, min. vss.), partly of «ai (B &, min. vss.). — Ver. 42. 
The reading xpdc¢ c438aTov in Lachm. (instead of xpocd38arov) is nothing but a 
clerical error. — Ver. 43. 749ev] Decisive evidence gives é0év. So Matthaei, 


Fritzsche, Lachm. Tisch., approved also by Griesb. é48ov . . . Toa. eiojAe 
was resolved into 70ev . . . alt. é& Thisxai before ro2u. occurs still in min. 


Syr, utr. Vulg. Euthym. — Ver. 44. 7é2.ac] Lachm. has dy, in accordance with 
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BD, Syr. hier. Arm. Copt. Goth. Vulg. It. Theophyl. [So Treg. text, W. and 
Hort text, R. V. marg.] A repetition of the previous 7d7. — Ver. 45. cdua] B D 
L&: croua. So Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; cdua appeared more worthy. 
—Ver. 46. «at before xafeA. is wanting in B D L 8, Copt. Lachm, Tisch. A 
connective addition. — xatéOyxev] B C** D L &, min. have é6yxev. So Fritzsche, 
Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.] But how easily the syllable car dropped 
out after cal, especially since Matthew and Luke also only have the simple 
form !— Ver. 47. ri0era:] In accordance with decisive evidence read, with 
Lachm. and Tisch., réQecraz. 


Ver. 1. See on Matt. xxvii. 1, 2. Comp. Luke xxiii. 1. [See Note XCIV., 
p. 195.] —ént 1d rpwi] on the morning (xiii. 35), t.e., dwring the early morning, 
so that éxi expresses the duration stretching itself out. Comp. Acts. iii. 1, 
iv. 5. As to ovuZ. wor., comp. on iii. 6. They made a consultation. Ac- 
cording to the more significant reading érowudc. (sce the critical remarks), 
they arranged such an one, they set it on foot. On what subject ? the sequel 
informs us, namely, on the delivering over to the Procurator. — kai éA0v 76 
cvvédp. | and indeed the whole Sanhedrim. Mark has already observed, xiv. 
53 (xavrec), that the assembly was a full one, and with manifest design 
brings it into prominence once more. ‘‘Synedrium septuaginta unius se- 
niorum non necegsse est, ut sedeant omnes . . . cum vero necesse est, ut 
congregentur omnes, congregentur omnes,” ‘‘ The Sanhedrim of seventy-one 
elders does not require that all sit . . . when indeed it is required that all 
assemble, all are assembled,” Maimonides, Sanhedr. 3 in Lightfoot, p. 639. 

Vv. 2-5. See on Matt. xxvii. 11-14. Comp. Luke xxiii. 2f. Matthew 
has here inserted from the evangelic tradition elsewhere the tragical end of 
Judas, just as Luke has the discussion with Herod ; Mark abides simply 
and plainly by the main matter in hand ; nor has he in the sequel the dream 
of Pilate’s wife, or the latter’s washing of his hands. Doubts, however, as 
to the historical character of these facts are not to be deduced from this 
silence ; only the tradition had narrower and wider spheres of its historical 
material. — Ver. 4. médw] See ver. 2. — Ver. 5. ovxérz] At ver. 2 he had 
still answered. 

Vv. 6-14. See on Matt. xxvii. 15-23. Comp. Luke xxiii. 13-23. — Ver. 
6. aréAvev] ‘* Imperfectum ubi soleve notat, non nisi de re ad certum tempus 
restricta dicitur,” ‘‘ Where the imperfect denotes ‘to be wont,’ it is not 
used except concerning a matter restricted to a certain time,” Hermann, ad 
Viger. p. 746. — ovrep] quem quidem (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 724), the very one 
whom they, etc. [But see critical note.] — Ver. 7. eta tov ovotaccacr. | with 
his fellow-insurgents. cvotaciaorhe occurs again only in Josephus, Avtt. xiv. 
2.1. [Rejected here by recent editors, see critical notes.] In the classical 
writers it is ovotaciwirnc.* — év th ordoe] in the insurrection in question, just 
indicated by ovoracvacr. It is hardly assumed by Mark as well known ; tous 


it is entirely unknown.? But Bengel well remarks : ‘‘ crimen Pilato sus- 

pectissimum,” ‘‘a crime most suspected by Pilate.” — Ver. 8. What Mat- 
1 Bernhardy, p. 252. aqueduct (comp. on Luke xiii. 1), as Ewald 
2 Herod. vy. 70. 124; Strabo, xiv. p. 708. supposes. 


3 If it was not the rising on account of the 
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thew represents as brought about by Pilate, Mark makes to appear as if 
it were suggested by the people themselves. An unessential variation. — 
avaBac] having gone up before the palace of Pilate (see the critical remarks), — 
aiteioSa, kaddc| so to demand, as, to institute a demand accordingly, as, i.e., 
according to the real meaning : to demand that, which.1— Ver. 9. rdv Baciréa 
t. Iovd.] not inappropriate (Késtlin), but said in bitterness against the 
chief priests, etc., as John xviii. 39. — Ver. 10. éyivwoxe] he perceived ; 
Matthew has 7de, but Mark represents the matter as it originated. — Ver. 11. 
iva waAdov]| aim of the avéceicav,? in order that he (Pilate) rather, etc., inorder 
that this result might be brought about. — Ver. 18. dv] supposes a re- 
sponsive cry already given after ver. 11 on the instigation of the chief 
priests. An inexact simplicity of narration. 

Vv. 15-20. See on Matt. xxvii. 26-31. Comp. Luke xxiii. 24, 25. — 7d 
ixavov roijoat| satisfacere, to do what was enough, to content them.* — Ver. 
16, Matthew has : ei¢ 7d mpartépiov ; the vividly descriptive Mark has: gow 
THe abage, 6 éore rpattoptov, into the interior of the court, which is the practorium, 
for they did not bring Him into the howse and call the cohorts together 
thither, but into the inner cowrt surrounded by the buildings (the court-yard) 
which formed the area of the praectorium, so that, when people went from 
without into this court through the portal (rvAév, comp. on Matt. xxvi. 71) 
they found themselves in the praetorium. Accordingly aiAg is not in this 
place to be translated palace (see on Matt. xxvi. 3), but court, as always in 
the N. T. Comp. xiv. 54, 66. — On the 6 attracted by the predicative sub- 
stantive, comp. Winer, p. 150 [E. T. 166]. — Ver. 17. ropdtpav] a purple 
robe. Matthew specifies the robe more definitely (yAauida), and the color 
differently (xoxxivyy), following another tradition. [See Note XCYV., p. 195. ] 
— Ver. 18. 7#pFavro] after that investiture ; a new act. 

Ver. 20. See on Matt. xxvii. 32. Comp. Luke xxiii. 26. — iva oravpé- 
covowv.| See the critical remarks. On the future after iva, see Winer, p. 257 f. 
[E. T. 287 f.].— Ver. 21. Only Mark designates Simon by his sons. 
Whether Alexander be identical with the person named at Acts xix. 33, or 
with the one at 1 Tim. i. 20, 2 Tim. ii. 17, or with neither of these two, is 
just as much a matter of uncertainty, as is the possible identity of Rufus 
with the person mentioned at Rom. xvi. 13. Mark takes for granted that 
both of them were: known, hence they doubtless were Christians of mark ; 
comp. x. 46. But how frequent were these names, and how many of the 
Christians that were at that time well known we know nothing of! As to 
dyyap., see on Matt. v. 41. The notice épyduevor az’ aypov, which Luke also, 
following Mark, gives (but not Matthew), is one of the traces which are 
left in the Synoptical narratives that the day of the crucifixion was not the 
first day of the feast (see on John xviii. 28).4 It is not, indeed, specified 
how far Simon had come from the country (comp. xvi. 12) to the city, but 


1§ee Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 427; Schaef. and so forth, in Wetstein and Kypke. 


O. C. 1124. Contp. AapwBdver 7d tkavdv, Acts xvii. 9. 
2 Comp. Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 204 [E. T. 4Comp. Bleek, Béit7. p. 187; Ebrard, 
236]. p. 513. 


3 See examples from Diog. Laert., Appian, 
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there is no limitation added having reference to the circumstances of the 
festal Sabbath, so that the quite open and general nature of the remark, in 
connection with the other tokens of a work-day (vv. 42, 46 ; Luke xxiii. 
56; Matt. xxvii. 59 f.), certainly suggests to us such a work-day. The 
ayyapetovres being the Roman soldiers, there is the less room on the basis of 
the text for thinking, with Lange, of a popular jest, which had just laid hold 
of a Sabbath-breaker who happened to come up. [See Note XCVI., p. 195.] 

Vv. 22-27. See on Matt. xxvii. 33-38. Comp. Luke xxiii. 33 f., who 
here narrates summarily, but yet not without bringing in a deeply vivid and 
original trait (ver. 84), and has previously the episode of the daughters of 
Jerusalem, — tov ToAyoda térov] ToAy. corresponds to the subsequent kpaviov, 
and is therefore to be regarded asa genitive. According to Mark, the place 
was called the ‘‘ Place of Golgotha,” which name (é) interpreted is equiva- 
lent to ‘‘Place of a skull.” — Ver. 23. ididouv] they offered. This isimplied in 
the imperfect. See Bernhardy, p. 373. —éopuupricu.| See, on this custom of 
giving to criminals wine mingled with myrrf or similar bitter and strong 
ingredients for the purpose of blunting their sense of feeling, Wetstein a 
loe.; Dougtaeus, Anal. II. p. 42. — Ver. 24. én’ avira] according to Ps. xxii. 
19: upon them (the clothes were lying there), as Acts i. 26. Whether the 
casting of the lot was done by dice, or by the shaking of the lot-tokens in a 
vessel (helmet), so that the first that fell out decided for the person indi- 
cated by it (see Duncan, Lev., ed. Rost, p. 635), is a question that must be 
left open. —ri¢ ri apy] 2.e., who should receive anything, and what he was to 
receive. See, on this blending of two interrogative clauses, Bernhardy, 
p. 444; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 824; Winer, p. 553 [E. T. 628]. — Ver. 25. 
This specification of time (comp. ver. 33), which is not, with Baur and Hil- 
genfeld, to be derived from the mere consideration of symmetry (of the 
third hour to that of ver. 33), isin keeping with Matt. xxvii. 45 ; Luke 
xxi. 44. As to the difference, however, from John xix. 14, according to 
which, at about the sixth hour, Jesus still stood before Pilate, and as to the 
attempts at reconciliation made in respect thereof, see on John. [See Note 
XCVIL., p. 195.]— kai éor. air.] éor. is not to be translated as a pluperfect 
(Fritzsche), but : and it was the third hour, and they crucified Him, i.e., 
when they crucified Him ;* as also in classical writers after the specification 
of the time the fact is often linked on by the simple «ai.? 


1Euthymius Zigabenus here gives a 
warning illustration of forced harmonizing : 
Hy Se, Pyotv, wpa tpitn, Ore SnAovéTe Hp- 
ato waayxerv 


livery made to Pilate.’’ With more shrewd- 
ness Grotius suggests: “jam audita erat 
tuba horae tertiae, guod dici solebat donec 
caneret tuba horae sextae,” ** Already the 
trumpet of the third hour had been heard, 


UTO TOY OTPaTLHWTHY 


tov IktAdtov. Lira ro é&qs avayvworéov 


Kal’ éavt6: Kat éotavpwoav avtov, év ExTH 
SynAadH Spa, “It was, he says, the third 
hour, namely, when LHe began to suffer from 
the soldiers of Pilate. Then what follows is 
to be read by itself: and they crucified 
Him, of course at the sixth hour.’ So also 
Luther in his gloss, and Fr. Schmid ; comp. 
Calovius: ‘‘hora tertia inde a traditione 
Pilato facta,” “the third hour from the de- 


as it was customary to say until the 
trumpet of the sixth hour sounded.” In 
the main even at this day Roman Catholics 
(see Friedlieb and Bisping) similarly still 
make out of the third hour the second 
quarter of the day (9 to 12 o’clock). 

2 See Thuc. i. 50, ili. 108; Xen. Anabd. ii. 1. 
%, vil. 4.12. Comp. on Luke xix. 43. Stall- 
baum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 220C. 
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Vv. 29-41. See on Matt. xxvii. 839-56. Comp. Luke xxiii. 35-49. — oid] 
the Latin vah/ an exclamation of (here ironical) amazement. Dio Cass. 
Ixiii. 20; Arrian, Hpict. iii. 23. 24; Wetstein im loc. —6 xatadbov x.7.A.] 
gives us a glimpse of the original affirmation of the witnesses, as it is pre- 
served in Matt. xxvi. 61 (not in Mark xiv. 58). — Ver. 31. rpdc aaaga., inter 
se invicem, belongs to éuraiv. — Ver. 32. Let the Messiah the King of Israel 
come down now, etc., —a bitter mockery! The 4 Xpiorée applies to the 
confession before the supreme council, xiv. 61 f., and 6 BaovA. r. "Iop. to that 
before Pilate, ver. 2. Moreover, we may attach either the two forms of 
address (Lachmann, Tischendorf), or the first of them (Ewald), to what 
precedes. But the customary mode of apprehending it as a double address 
at the head of what follows is more in keeping with the malicious triumph. 
— mioteto.| namely, that he is the Messiah, the King of Israel. xa? oi ovve- 
oravp.] agrees with Matthew, but not with Luke. See on Matt. xxvii. 44. It 
is to be assumed that Mark had no knowledge of the narrative of Luke 
xxiii, 39 ff., and that the scene related by Luke belongs to a later tradition, 
in which had been preserved more special traits of the great event of the 
crucifixion, but with which the historical character of the exceedingly 
characteristic scene is not lost. See on Luke, 7.c. — Ver. 34.1 é/wi| the Sy- 
riac form for 798 (Matthew), which latter appears to have been what Jesus 
uttered, as is to be inferred from the scoff : ’HA/av dwvei. — Ver. 36. Aéyor] 
a difference from Matt. xxvii. 49, whose account is more original (in oppo- 
sition to Holtzmann), because to remove the aspect of friendliness must ap- 
pear more in keeping with the later development. In consequence of this 
difference, moreover, dere is to be understood quite otherwise than ddec in 
Matthew, namely, allow it, what I am doing, let me have my way,—which 
has reference to the scoffing conception, as though the proffered draught 
would perserve the life till Elijah should come. The view that in ver. 35 f. 
Sriends of Jesus are meant who misunderstood His cry of é2o/, and one of 
whom had wished still to cheer Him as regards the possible coming of 
Elijah (Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 490), is in itself improbable even on account 
of the well-known cry of the Psalm, as indeed the ddere, idouev «.7.A., comp. 
ver. 80, sounds only like malicious mockery. —Ver. 387. é&éxvevoe] He 
breathed out, z.e., He diced. It is often used in this meaning absolutely in 
the Greek writers (Soph. Aj. 1025 ; Plut. Arist. 20). — Ver. 89. Accord- 
ing to Mark, the centurion concluded from the fact of Jesus dying 
after having cried out in such a manner, i.e., with so loud a voice (ver. 37), 
that He wasa hero. The extraordinary power (oir dcororuic éérvevee, 
“so masterfully gave up the ghost,” Theophylact, comp. Victor Antiochenus : 
per’ ovolac aréSave, ‘died with power”), which the Crucified One mani- 
fested in His very departing, made on the Gentile this impression — in 
which his judgment was naturally guided by the circumstance that he 
had heard (Matt. xxvii. 40) of the charge brought against Jesus, that He 


1 Mark has only this one of the sayings of specially to John. Schleiermacher, Z. J. 
Jesus on the cross, and Schenkel regards _p. 451, takes offence at this very saying, and 
only this one as absolutely undoubted,— only finds it conceivable as a reference to 
in which opinion he does great injustice the whole twenty-second Psalm. 
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claimed to be Son of God. According to others (as Michaelis, Kuinoel, 
de Wette), the wnexpectedly speedy dying of Jesus, who had just before 
emitted a vigorous cry, made that impression upon the Gentile, who saw 
in ita favor of the gods. But in order to express this, there would have 
been necessary under the circumstances before ééxv. an accompanying 
definition, such as 7dn or evGévc. Baur, Markusev. p. 108 f., illustrates the 
remark even from the crying out of the demons as they went forth (i. 26, 
v. 7, ix. 26); holding that Mark correspondingly conceived of the forcible 
separation of the higher spirit, through which Jesus had been the Son of 
God,—therefore after a Gnostic manner. Comp. also Hilgenfeld and Kést- 
lin. Wrongly; because opposed to the doctrine of the entire N. T. regard- 
ing Christ the born Son of God, as indeed the heathen centurion, according 
to the measure of his conception of sons of God, could not conceive of Him 
otherwise. We may add that the circumstantial and plain statement of 
motive, as given by Matthew and Luke for the centurion’s judgment, betrays 
the later manipulators (Zeller in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1865, p. 385 ff., gives 
a contrary opinion), to whom Mark in this place seemed obscure or unsatis- 
factory. [See Note XCVIIL, p. 195. ]—7v] in His life.—Ver. 40. jaar] aderant, 
‘¢were present;” comp. vili. 1. — «a? Map.] among others also Mary. — roi 
ptkpov] cannot according to the meaning of the word be without arbitrariness 
explained as: the younger, although the James designated 7s the so-called 
Younger, but as : the little (of statwre, comp. Luke xix. 3).’ An appeal is 
wrongly made to Judg. vi. 15, where in fact pxpdc is not the youngest, but 
the least, that is, the weakest in warlike aptitude.— Mark does not 
name Salome, but he indicates her. According to John xix. 25, she was the 
sister of the mother of Jesus. Comp. also Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 171. Thus 
there are three women here recorded by Mark. So also Matt. xxvii. 56. To 
distinguish the Mary of James from the mother of Joses, so that four 
should be adduced (Ewald, J.c. p. 3824), there appears to be no sufficient 
ground (comp. the Remark after ver. 47); on the contrary, Mark and Mat- 
thew would have here expressed themselves in a way very liable to be mis- 
understood ; comp. on Matthew. — Ver. 41. ai cai x.7.2.] as they were now 
in the company around Jesus, so also they were, while He was in Galilee, 
in His train. ai applies, we may add, to the three who were named. Beside 
these there were among the women present yet many others, who had gone 
up with Him to Jerusalem. [But see critical notes. ] 

Vv. 42-47. See on Matt. xxvii. 57-61. Comp. Luke xxiii. 50-56. — éet 
as far as zpood8B. gives the reason why Joseph, when the even had come, 
etc. With the commencement of the Sabbath (on Friday after sunset) the 
business of the taking away, etc., would not have been allowable.? Hence 
the words are not to be put in parenthesis. Mark has not éreé elsewhere, 
and it is noteworthy that John also, xix. 31, has it here precisely at the 

1 Hom. Jl. v. 801: Tudevs ror pixpds pev env _ narrative sie of the Synoptics,—also 
Séuas, Xen. Cyr. viii. 4. 20. aremnant of the original (Johannine) con- 

2° Here, therefore, is no trace that that ception of the day of the death of Jesus. 


Friday itself was already a festal day, Comp. on ver, 21, Bleek, Beitr. p. 115 ff, 
although it was really so according to the 
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mention of the rapacxewj, and in his Gospel the word only occurs elsewhere 
in xiii. 29. Certainly this is no accidental agreement ; perhaps it arose through 
a common primitive evangelic document, which John, however, worked up 
differently. [See Note XCIX p. 195.] — 6 éor: xpocd BB. | which—namely, the 
expressien rapaoxevg—is as much as Sabbath-eve, the day before the Sabbath. 
On xpocé88., comp. Judith viii. 6. — Ver. 43. The breaking of the legs, John 
xix. 31 ff., preceded this request for the dead body, and it is to be supposed 
that Joseph at the same time communicated to Pilate how in the case of Jesus, 
because He was already dead, the breaking of the legs was not applied. — 
6 axd’Apimat.| The article designates the well-known man. See Kiihner, ad 
Xen. Anab. iii. 1. 5, iv. 6. 20. — eva yfuwv Bovievr. | is usually explained : a coun- 
sellor of rank.’ But, as the characteristic of rank is already involved in BovA- 
evt4c, there is the less reason to depart from the old classical meaning of the 
word. Hence : a seemly, stately counsellor, so that the nobleness (the cey- 
vérne) of his external appearance and deportment is brought into prominence. 
— That by Bovievr#¢ is meant a member of the Sanhedrim,®? may be rightly con- 
cluded from Luke xxiii. 51. This is in opposition to Erasmus, Casaubon, 
Hammond, Michaelis, and many others, who conceive of him as a member 
of a council at Arimathea. — kat aitoc) on his part also, like other adherents 
of Jesus. Comp. John xix. 38. — rpoodeyéu.] comp. Luke ii. 25, 88 ; Acts 
xxiii, 21, xxiv. 15.—riv Bact. tov Ocov] the kingdom of the Messiah, 
whose near manifestation—that subject-matter of fervent expectation for 
the devout ones of Israel—Jesus had announced. The idea of the kingdom 
is not Petrine (Lange), but one belonging to primitive Christianity gener- 
ally. — roApujoac| having enboldened himself, absolutely ; see Maetzner, ad An- 
tiph. p. 173. Comp. Rom. x. 20. — Ver. 44. et 7d7 ré0vnxe] he wondered 7f 
He were already dead (perfect ; on the other hand, afterwards the historic 
aorist: had died). Vt is plain that Pilate had had experience, how slowly 
those who were crucified were accustomed to die. ei after Qavudtw denotes 
that the matter is not as yet assumed to be beyond a doubt.?— daa | the 
opposite of apr. Whether He had died (not just only now, but) already ear- 
lier. [See critical note.] He wished, namely, to be sure that he was giv- 
ing away the body as actually dead. See on rdaa, dudum, “formerly,” as 
a relative antithesis to the present time, Wolf, ad Plat. Symp. p. 20 ; Stall- 
baum, ad Apol. Socr. p. 18 B. —Ver. 45. édwphoaro] he bestowed asa gift, 
without therefore requiring money for it. Instances of the opposite (as Cic. 
Verr. v. 46 ; Justin, ix. 4. 6) may be seen in Wetstein. — Ver. 46. xafarpeiv] 
the proper word for the taking away from the cross, Latin : detrahere, refi- 
gere.* —Aerat. tx métpac] hewn out of a rock. Comp. Matt. xxvii. 60. The 


1 See on the later use of evox7ju., in con- 
trast with the plebeians, Wetstein in loc.; 
Phryn. p. 333 and Lobeck thereupon; Acts 
xiii. 50, xvii. 12. 

2 The participation of Nicodemus in the 
action (John xix. 39) forms one of the 
special facts which John alone offers us 
from his recollection. But the attempt to 
identify Joseph with Nicodemus (Krenkel 


13 


in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1865, p. 488 ff.) can 
only be made, if the fourth Gospel be re- 
garded as non-apostoliec, and even then not 
without great arbitrariness. 

3 See Boissonade, ad Philostr. Her. p. 424; 
Kihner, Il. p. 480 f. ; Frotscher, Wier. i. 6; 
Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 195. 

4Comp. ver. 86. See Raphel, 
p. 157; Kypke and Loesner é loc. 


Polyb. 
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same fact is expressed in Mark according to the conception from whence ; 
and in Matthew, according to the conception wherein. Of the fact that the 
grave belonged to Joseph, Mark gives no hint, neither do Luke and John ; 
see on Matt. xxvii. 60. — roi réGevras] The perfect (see the critical remarks) 
indicates that the women, after the burial had taken place, went thither 
and beheld where He has been laid, where He lies. The present would indi- 
cate that they looked on at the burial. 


Remarx.—In ver. 47, instead of *Iwo7 Lachmann and Tischendorf have 
adopted % ’Iwojroc, following B A (Iuhas merely *Iwojjroc) »**, as they also at 
ver. 40 have ’Iwo7roc, following B DL A 8** (in which case, however, B pre- 
fixes 7). [See critical note.] This is simply a Greek form of the Hebrew name 
(comp. the critical remarks on vi. 3), and probably, on the strength of this con- 
siderable attestation, original, as also is the article 7, which is found in A BC 
GAN**, [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., accept 7.| Another reading is 7 ’Iwon¢, 
which occurs in A, 258, Vulg. Gat. Prag. Rd., and is preferred by Wieseler, 
chronol. Synopse, p. 427 f., who here understands the daughter or wife of the 
counsellor Joseph of Arimathea, and so quite a different Mary from the Mary of 
James. But (1) this reading has the very great preponderance of evidence op- 
posed to it ; (2) it is easily explained whence it originated, namely, out of the 
correct reading of Matt. xiii. 55 (Iwo7d, see in loc.), from which place the name 
of Joseph found its way into many of the witnesses (including Vulg. and codd. 
It.), not only at Mark vi. 3, but also at xv. 40 (Aeth. Vulg. It. Aug.) and xv. 47; 
while the underlying motive for conforming the name of Joses to that of Joseph 
the brother of Jesus, Matt. xiii. 55, might be found as well in the assumption 
of the identity of the brethren of Jesus with the sons of Alphaeus, as in the 
error, which likewise was already ancient (see Theophylact), that the mother of 
Jesus is meant and is designated as the stepmother of James and Joses. (8) A 
Mary of Joseph is never named among the women of the Gospel history. But 
(4) if Joseph had been the counsellor just previously mentioned, Mark would have 
written not merely M. 7 ’lwo7d, but M. 7 Tov ’Iwo7g., and would, moreover, as- 
suming only some accuracy on his part, have indicated the relation of kinship, 
whick he has not omitted even at ver. 40, where, withal, the relation of Mary 
to James and Joses was well enough known. Finally, (5) the association of 
Mary of Magdala in the passage before us of itself entitles us to suppose that 
Mary would also have been one of the women who followed Jesus from Galilee 
(ver. 41), as indeed at xvi. 1 these two friends are again named. On the whole 
we must abide by the Maria Josis at the passage before us. Mark, in the pas- 
sage where he mentions her for the first time, ver. 40, names her completely ac- 
cording to her two sons (comp. Matt. xxvii. 56), and then—because she was 
wont to be designated both as Maria Jacobi (comp. Luke xxiv. 10) and as Maria 
Josis—at ver. 47 in the latter, and at xvi. 1 in the former manner, both of 
which differing modes of designation (ver. 47, xvi. 1) either occurred so acci- 
dentally and involuntarily, or perhaps were occasioned by different sources of 
which Mark made use. 
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Norrs py American Eprtor. 


XCIV. Ver. 1. 


As intimated in Note XCIII., this may be regarded as a formal morning meet- 
ing of the Sanhedrim. This would seem to be even more appropriate with the 
reading éroyacartec, accepted by Meyer. Comp. on Luke xxii. 66-71. Weiss 
ed. Mey. rejects the reading éxi Td mpwi, regarding it an emendation, in the sense 
of ‘‘ toward morning,”’ not ‘‘ during the early morning” (Meyer). 


XCV. Ver. 17. ropdipar. 


Weiss ed. Mey. inserts an interrogation-point after the words “another tra- 
dition.” The difference of color between ‘‘scarlet’’ and the ancient ‘‘ purple” 
was not great ; the latter was more red than blue. 


XCVI. Ver. 21. épyduevnv an’ aypod. 
This expression by no means necessitates the conclusion that Simon had been 


at work in the fields. Any argument drawn from this in regard to the day of 
the crucifixion is, to say the least, precarious. 


XCVITI. Ver. 25. yy dé dpa rpitn. 


The difficulty here is, as Meyer indicates, not one affecting the accuracy of 
the Synoptists. The solution properly belongs to the commentary on John. 
But over against Meyer’s remark against ‘‘ forced harmonizing,” it may be said 
that the presence of such an obvious verbal difference during so many centuries 
offers the best testimony to the honesty of transcribers and the general consci- 
entiousness of Christian scholars. 


XCVIII. Ver. 39. 


The fact that Matthew and Luke include the other events as also in part the 
cause of the exclamation of the centurion, does not betray ‘“‘ the later manipu- 
lators.” By such a method the historical basis of the Gospels can be brought 


to a yanishing point. 


XCIX. Vv. 42-47. érei «.7.A. 


The presence of ée/ here and in John xix. 31 forms a slender foundation for 
this suggestion of ‘‘a common primitive evangelic document.” Weiss ed. 
Mey. says this “certainly cannot be thought of.” Yet he finds here ‘a re- 
maining trace” of the original representation of the day of the crucifixion (on 
the 14th of Nisan). But this implies an alteration, conscious and repeated, in 


the other parts of the Synoptic narratives. 
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CHAPTER XVI. 


Ver. 2. rij¢ pudc] Lachm. has jd tov, following B1. From John xx. 1, as is 
also 77 ud Tov in L.A SN, Bus. Tisch. [The latter reading is accepted in R. V. 
Treg., Weiss, agree with B, while W. and Hort bracket 77. All accept the da- 
tive. — Ver. 4. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B L, read dvakextjuorat.] 
—Ver. 8. After é&eA@. Elz. has rayt. in opposition to decisive evidence, from 
Matt. xxviii. 8.—[Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BD, Vulg., Copt., etc., 
read ydp after eiyev.]-— Ver. 9. a¢@’ 7c] Lachm. has rap’ 7c, following C D L 33. 
Rightly ; a¢’ is from Luke viii. 2. — Ver. 14. [R. V. adds dé after dorepov ; W. 
and Hort bracket.] After éynyepu. A C* X A, min. Syr. p. Ar. p. Erp. Arm. have 
éx vexpov, which Lachm, has adopted, A mechanical addition. — Vv. 17,18. The 
omission of cavaic, as well as the addition of kai év raic yepoiv before dderc, is 
too feebly attested. Thelatter is an exegetical addition, which, when adopted, 
absorbed the preceding xa:vaic. [So recent editors, R. V. text, but marg. omits 
caivaic.] —Instead of BAayn Elz. has BAdiber, in opposition to decisive evi- 
dence. — Ver. 19. After xdpiog read, with Lachm. and Tisch., Ijcoic, which 
is found in C* K L A, min., most of the vss. and Ir. [So Treg., R. V., but W. 
and Hort bracket.] As an addition in the way of gloss, there would be abso- 
lutely no motive for it. On the other hand, possibly on occasion of the abbre- 
viation KS. IS. it dropped out the more easily, as the expression 6 kipioc "Inooi¢ 
is infrequent in the Gospels. 

The entire section from vy. 9-20 is a non-genuine conclusion of the Gospel, not 
composed by Mark. The external grounds for this view are: (1) The section is 
wanting in B 8, Arm. mss. Ar. vat. and in cod. K of the It. (in Tisch.), which 
has another short apocryphal conclusion (comp. subsequently the passage in 
L), and is designated in 137, 138 with an asterisk. (2) Euseb. ad Marin. qu. 1 
(in Mai, Seript. vet. nov. coll. I. p. 61 f.), declares that oyedov év dract ToI¢ avTtypa- 
gore, ‘* well-nigh in all the copies” the Gospel closes with édoBotvro yap. Comp. 
qu. 8, p. 72, where he names the manuscripts which contain the section only 
Twa TOV avTlypdgar, ‘some of the copies.’’ The same authority in Victor Ant. 
ed. Matth. II. p. 208, states that Mark has not related any appearance of the 
yisen Lord that occurred to the disciples. (3) Jerome, ad Hedib. qu. 3; 
Gregor. Nyss. orat. 2 de resurr. Chr.; Vict. Ant. ed. Matth. IL. p. 120; Sever. 
Ant. in Montfauc. Bibl. Coisl. p. 74, and the Scholia in several codd. in Scholz 
and Tisch., attest that the passage was wanting in very many manuscripts 
(Jerome: ‘omnibus Graeciae libris paene,’’ ‘‘in nearly all the books of Greece’). 
(4) According to Syr. Philox. in the margin, and according to L, several codd. 
had an entirely different ending! of the Gospel. (5) Justin Martyr and Clem. 
Al. do not indicate any use made by them of the section (How precarious is the 


1Namely: mdvra S¢ ta TwapnyyeAméeva Tots Tov KNpvyua THs alwviov cwrypias, After that 
mept Tov Ilétpov ovvtépws eErjyyerdav: peta dé L goes on: é€orny Sé kal tadra hepdmeva meta 
tahta Kai avtos 6 Ingods ard avaToARs Kat axpe To éhoBodvTo yap: avactas Sé K.T.A, 
Svcews eEaréotere bv avTav 7d Lepdy Kat apOap- 
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resemblance of Justin, Apol. I. 45 with ver. 20 !); and Eusebius has his Canons 
only as far as ver. 8, as, indeed, also in codd. A U and many min. the numbers 
really reach only thus far,! while certainly in C E H K M V they are carried on 
to the very end. These external reasons are the less to be rejected, seeing that 
it is not a question of a single word or of a single passage of the context, but of 
an entire section so essential and important, the omission of which, moreover, 
deprives the whole Gospel of completeness ; and seeing that the way in which 
the passage gradually passed over into the greater part of the codd. is suffi- 
ciently explained from Euseb, ad Marin. qu. 1, p. 62 (GA20¢ dé tic ob’ brioiv 
TOAMGY AHeTelv THY drwoodv év TH TOY evayyehinv ypagdH depouévar, SuTARV elval bnot 
THY avayvwoow, o¢ Kal év érépowg ToAAoICc, éxatépav Te Tapadextéav brapyeL, TH LD 
pe@rdhov rabryv exeivnc, 7 éxeivnv tavtne, Tapa Tole miaTOI¢G Kal evAaBéow éyKpivecbat, 
«« But some other one, not at afl daring to reject anything whatever of what was 
circulated in the text of the Gospels, says that the reading is doubtful, as in 
many other cases also, and that each should be accepted, by not being preferred, 
this to that, or that to this, on the part of the faithful and pious’). See 
Credner, Hinl. I. p. 107. And when Euthymius Zigabenus, IT. p. 183, designates 
those who condemn the section as twvéc¢ Tov éEnyntav, ‘some of the interpreters,” 
not, however, himself contradicting them, the less importance is to be attached 
to this after the far older testimonies of Eusebius, and others, from which is 
apparent not the exegetical, but the critical point of view of the condemnation. 
Moreover, this external evidence against the genuineness finds in the section 
itself an internal confirmation, since with ver. 9 there suddenly sects in a process 
of excerpt-making in contrast with the previous. character of the narration, 
while the entire section in general contains none of Mark’s peculiarities (no 
elOvc, No TaAuv, etc.,—and what a brevity, devoid of vividness and clearness on 
the part of the compiler !); in individual expressions itis quite at variance 
with the sharply defined manner throughout of Mark (see the notes on the 
passages in detail, and Zellerin the theol. Jahrb. 1843, p. 450); it does not, 
moreover, presuppose what has been previously related (see especially ver. 9: 
ad’ ne ExBeBA. Extad daru., and the want of any account of the meeting in Galilee 
that was promised at ver. 7), and has even apocryphal disfigurements (ver. 18 : 
bdetg . . . BAtpy). —If, in accordance with all this, the section before us is de- 
cidedly to be declared spurious, it is at the same time evident that the Gospel 
is without any conclusion: for the announcement of ver. 7, and the last words 
égoBovvTo yap themselves, decisively show that Mark did not intend to conclude 
his treatise with these words. But whether Mark himself left the Gospel un- 
finished, or whether the conclusion has been lost, cannot be ascertained, and 
all conjectures on this subject are arbitrary. In the latter case the lost conclud- 
ing section may have been similar to the concluding section of Matthew 
(namely, xxviii. 9, 10, and 16-20), but must, nevertheless, after ver. 8 have con- 
tained some incident, by means of which the angelic announcement of ver. 6 f. 
was still, even in spite of the women’s silence in ver. 8, conveyed to the dis- 


1 Vy. 15-18 occur in the Evang. Nicod. 14, Apol. 21. But scarcely with warrant, for 
in Thilo, p. 618; Tischendorf, p. 242 f. They Tertullian, U.¢c., where there is contained an 
might therefore have already appeared in* excerpt from the Acts of Pilate, is founded 
the Acts of Pilate, which composition, as is upon the tradition in the Ac(s of the Apostles, 
well known, is worked up in the Gospel of foreign to the Synoptics, regarding ‘he 
Nicodemus. Ritschl, in the theol. Jahrb. 1851, Jorty days. 

p. 527, would infer this from Tertullian, 
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ciples. Just as little with reference to the apocryphal fragment! itself, vv. 
9-20,—which already in very early times (although not by Mark himself, in op- 
position to Michaelis, Hug, Guericke, Ebrard, and others) was incorporated 
with the Gospel as a conclusion (even Syr. has it; and Iren. Haer. iii. 10. 6 
quotes ver. 19, and Hippol. vy. 17, 18),—is there anything more definite to be 
established than that it was composed independently of our Gospel, in which 
case the point remains withal undecided whether the author was a Jewish or a 
Gentile Christian (Credner), as indeed at least rpory caBButwr, ver. 9 (in oppo- 
sition to Credner), might be used by one who had been a Jew and had become 
conversant with Hellenic life. — Against the genuineness the following have 
declared themselves : Michaelis (Auferstehungsgesch. p. 179 ff.; Hinl. p. 1059 f.), 
Thies, Bolten, Griesbach, Gratz, Bertholdt, Rosenmiiller, Schulthess in 
Tzschirner’s Anal. III. 3; Schulz, Fritzsche, Schott (Isag. p. 94 ff., contrary to 
his Opuse. IL. p. 129 ff.), Paulus (exeget. Handb.), Credner, Wieseler (Commentat. 
num. loci Mare. xvi. 9-20 et Joh. xxi. genuini sint, etc., Gott. 1839), Neudecker, 
Tischendorf, Ritschl, Ewald, Reuss, Anger, Zeller, Hitzig (who, however, re- 
gards Luke as the author), Schenkel, Weiss, Holtzmann, Keim, and various 
others, including Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 4). In favor of the genuineness : 
Richard Simon (hist. crit. p. 114 f.), Mill, Wolf, Bengel, Matthaei, Kichhorn, 
Storr, Kuinoel, Hug, Feilmoser, Vater, Saunier, Scholz, Rinck (Lucubr, erit. 
p. 311 ff.), de Wette, Schwarz, Guericke, Olshausen, Ebrard, Lange, Bleek, Bis- 
ping, Schleiermacher also, and various others.? Lachmann, too, has adopted 
the section, as according to his critical principles it was necessary to do, since 
it is found in most of the uncials (only B 8 do not have it), Vulg. It. Syr., etc. 
We may add that he did not regard it as genuine (see Stud. u. Krit, 1830, 
p. 848). 


Notre py AMERICAN EpiTor. 


C. Vv. 9-20. Critical Judgments. 


We append to the full statement of Meyer the view of Weiss ed. Meyer, that of 
W. and Hort, and of the R. V., with the names of other English and American 
authors. 

I. Weiss ed. Mey. stands almost alone (see, however, Meyer’s reference 
to Schenkel, ver. 8, foot-note) in holding that the Gospel originally ended 
with ver. 8. He urges in support of this: that ‘‘the appearances of the Risen 
One do not, according to the earliest conception, belong to the earthly activity 
of Jesus, and hence not to the Gospel (comp. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. § 138b) ;” 
and finds in the early attempts*to add a conclusion an evidence of the extreme 
improbability that the original one had been lost. Hence he thinks Meyer 
hasty in calling it a ‘‘fragment,” and treats it throughout his additional notes 
as a supplement. 


1That it isa fragment, which originally 
stood in connection with matter preceding, 
is plain from the fact that in ver. 9 the sub- 
ject, 6 Incods, is not named. 

2 Kostlin, p. 378 ff., ascribes the section to 
the alleged second manipulator of the Gos- 
pel. Lange conjectures (see his LZ. J. I. 
p. 166) that an incomplete work of Mark 
reached the Christian public earlier than 


that which was subsequently completed. 
According to Hilgenfeld, the section is not 
without a genuine groundwork, but the 
primitive form can no longer be ascer- 
tained; the evangelist appears ‘“‘to have 
become unfaithful to his chief guide Mat- 
thew, in order to finish well by means of an 
older representation.” 
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II, The most elaborate critical statement of recent times in English is that 
of W. and Hort, vol. ii. Appendix, pp. 28-51. The evidence is weighed with 
candor and patience, thus affording a strong contrast to Dean Burgon, the fiery 
English champion of the genuineness of the passage (see his Last Twelve Verses 
. . . Vindicated, and his article in Quarterly Review, Oct. 1881). Westcott and 
Hort, in accounting for the facts, external and internal, reject the following 
explanations: (1) the very early accidental loss of a leaf (i.e., containing 
vy. 9-20 as they now stand); (2) an intended conclusion of the Gospel 
with ver. 8 ; (3) the invention of vv. 9-20 by a scribe or editor. They suggest, 
*‘on the contrary, (1) that the true intended continuation of vv. 1-8 either was 
very early lost by the detachment of a leaf or was never written down ; and (2) 
that a scribe or editor, unwilling to change the views of the text before him or 
to add words of his own, was willing to furnish the Gospel with what seemed 
a worthy conclusion by incorporating with it unchanged a narrative of Christ’s 
appearance after the Resurrection, which he found in some secondary record 
then surviving froma preceding generation . . . Every other view is, we be- 
lieve, untenable.” They regard the passage as ‘‘ only the conclusion of a longer 
record.’’ <‘‘Its authorship and precise date must remain unknown ; it is, how- 
ever, apparently older than the time when the Canonical Gospels were generally 
received [not before they were written]; for, though it has points of contact 
with them all, it contains no attempt to harmonize their various representations 
of the course of events. It manifestly cannot claim any apostolic authority ; 
but it is doubtless founded on some tradition of the apostolic age.” [On the 
inference from this position, see Note CX., p. 209 seq.] Accordingly these editors 
in their Greek text inclose ver. 9-20 in double brackets, while they print ver. 8 
with marks to indicate an abrupt breaking off of the narrative. The Greek text 
of the conclusion in L is added with the heading : adAdwe, (The disputed pas- 
sage in John they place on a separate page, distinct from that Gospel.) 

Ill. The R. V. deals fairly with the facts : it leaves a space after ver. 8, add- 
ing this note in the margin: ‘‘ The two oldest Greek manuscripts, and some 
other authorities, omit from ver. 9 to the end. Some other authorities have a 
different ending to the Gospel.” In John, the R. VY. leaves a space before and 
after the pericope (vii. 53, viii. 11), inclosing it in brackets with a marginal 
note: ‘‘ Most of the ancient authorities omit,” etc. In other words : the pas- 
sage in Mark stands on a leyel with those various readings which are accepted 
in the text and omitted in the margin ; the passage in John ona level with those 
rejected in the text, but noticed in the margin. 

IV. Among English and American writers we may note that the passage is 
regarded as genuine by Broadus, Burgon (seé above), Scrivener, Wordsworth, 
McClellan, Cook, Morison. It is questioned, and in some cases rejected, but 
usually with explanations admitting its antiquity and general correctness, by 
Tregelles, Norton, Alford, Davidson. The judgment of Dr. Ezra Abbot and 
others of the American Revisers is fairly indicated by the R. V. itself. See fur- 
ther Schaff, History of the Christian Church, vol. i. pp. 643-647 (new ed.). 


Vv. 1-8. See on Matt. xxviii. 1-8. Comp. Luke xxiv. 1-11. — diayevop. 
roi caBZ.| t.¢., on Saturday after sunset. See ver. 2. A difference from 
Luke xxiii. 56. which is neither to be got rid of, with Ebrard and Lange, 
by a distortion of the clear narrative of Luke ; nor, with Beza, Er. Schmid, 


* 
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Grotius, Wolf, Rosenmiiller, and others, by taking #yépacav as a pluper- 
fect.’ [See Note CL, p. 208.]—They bought aromatic herbs (apopuara, 
Xen. Anad. i. 5. 1; Polyb. xiii. 9. 5) to mingle them with ointment, and so 
to anoint the dead body therewith (ddeiy.). This is no contradiction of 
John xix. 40. See on Matt. xxvii. 59.— Ver. 2 f. rpwi] with the genitive. 
Comp. Herod. ix. 101, and see generally, Kriiger, § 47. 10. 4. — rig pas 
oa33.| on the Sunday. [See critical note.] See on Matt. xxviii. 1. — avarer- 
Aavt. tov jAiov) after sunrise; not : when the sun 70se (brard, Hug, follow- 
ing Grotius, Heupel, Wolf, Heumann, Paulus, and others), or : was about 
to rise (so Krebs, Hitzig), or: had begun to rise (Lange), which would be 
avaréAdovroc, as is actually the reading of D. A difference from John xx. 1, 
and also from Luke xxiv. 1; nor will it suit well even with the zpwi 
strengthened by diay ; we must conceive it so, that the sun had only just 
appeared above the horizon. — rpdc¢ éavrotc] in communication with each 
other. But of a Roman watch they know nothing. — é« rc Gipac| The stone 
was rolled into the entrance of the tomb, and so closed the tomb, John xx. 
1.— Ver. 4. Hv yap péyac o¢6dpa] Wassenbergh in Valckenaer, Schol. IL. p. 35, 
would transpose this back to ver. 8 after wryeiov, as has actually been done 
in D. Most expositors (including Fritzsche, de Wette, Bleek) proceed thus 
as respects the meaning ; holding that ydép brings in the reason for ver. 3. 
An arbitrary view ; it refers to what immediately precedes. After they had 
looked up (their look was previously cast down) they beheld (‘‘ contemplaban- 
tur cum animi intentione,” ‘‘ contemplated with effort of mind,” see Titt- 
mann, Synon. p. 120 f.) that the stone was rolled away ; for (specification of 
the reason how it happened that this perception could not escape them after 
their looking up, but the fact of its having been rolled away must of neces- 
sity meet their eyes) it was very great. Let us conceive to ourselves the very 
large stone lying close by the door of the tomb. Its rolling away, however, 
had not occurred while they were beside it, as in Matthew, but previously ; 
so also Luke xxiv. 2, 23; John xx. 1. As to o@ddpa at the end, comp. on 
Matt. ii. 10. — Ver. 5. veavicxov] Mark and Luke (who, however, differ in 
the number: avdpec dbo) relate the angelic appearance as it presented itself 
(kara rd gavduevov, ‘according to appearance”); Matthew (who, however, 
places it not in the tomb, but upon the stone), as that which it actually ewas 
(ayyehoc kupiov). [See Note CIL, p. 208.] On the form of a@ young man as- 
sumed by the angel, comp, 2 Macc. iii. 26 ; Joseph. Antt. v. 8. 2f., and Gen. 
xix. 0 f. —év r. de€.] on the right hand in the tomb from the entrance, there- 
fore to the left hand of the place where the body would lie. — Ver. 6. Sim- 
ple asyndeta in the lively eagerness of the discourse, — Ver. 7. 4A2’] breaking 
off, before the summons which suddenly intervened, Kiihner, II. p. 439 ; 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 78 f. — «at 7 Tlérpw] to His disciples and (among 
these especially) to Peter. Comp. i. 5 ; Actsi. 14 ; and see Grotius. The 
special prominence of Peter is explained by the ascendancy and precedence, 
which by means of Jesus Himself (Matt. xvi. 18) he possessed as primus in- 


1For examples of Scaycver@ar used of the 833. 14; Acts xxv. 13, xxvii. 9), see Raphel, 
lapse of an intervening time (Dem. 541. 10, Polyb. p. 157 ; Wetstein in doe. 
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ter pores (‘‘dux apostolici coetus,” ‘leader of the apostolic company,” Gro- 
tius ; comp. also Mark ix. 2, xiv. 83), not by the denial of Peter, to whom 
the announcement is held to have given the assurance of forgiveness (Theo- 
phylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Victor Antiochenus, Calovius, Heumann, 
Kuinoel, Lange, and others), which is assumed with all the greater arbitra- 
riness without any indication in the text, seeing that possibly Peter might 
have concluded just the contrary. — ér:] recitative, so that iuac and ipiv ap- 
ply to the disciples as in Matthew. — xafoc eizev ipiv] xiv. 28. It relates to 
the whole of what precedes : The latter 
was indirectly contained in xiv. 28. — The circumstance that here prepara- 
tion is made for a narrative of a meeting together in Galilee, but no such ac- 
count subsequently follows, is an argument justly brought to bear against 
the genuineness of ver. 9 ff. That the women did not execute the angel’s 
charge (ver. 8), does not alter the course of the matter as it had been indica- 
ted by the angel ; and to explain that inconsistency by the fact that the as- 
cension does not well agree with the Galilean meeting, is inadmissible, bé- 
cause Mark, according to our passage and xiy. 28, must of necessity have 
assumed such a meeting,’ consequently there was nothing to hinder him from 
representing Jesus as journeying to Galilee, and then again returning to Ju- 
daea for the ascension (in opposition to de Wette). — Ver. 8. dé] explicative, 
hence also yép has found its way into codd. and vss. (Lachmann, Tischen- 
dorf [following 8 B D, etc., so Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.]). — obdevi 
ovdév eixov] The suggestion that we should, with Grotius, Heupel, Kuinoel, 
and many more, mentally supply : on the way, is devised for the sake of Luke 
xxiv. 9 ; rather is it implied, that from fear and amazement they left the bid- 
ding of the angel at ver. 7 unfulfilled. It is otherwise in Matt. xxviii. 8. That 
subsequently they told the commission given to them by the angel, is self-evi- 
dent ; but they did not execute it. — eiye dé [yap] avrac x.t.A.] Hom. J7. vi. 187; 
Herod. iv. 15 ; Soph. PAil. 681 ; also in the LXX. [See Note CHI., p. 208.] 

Vv. 9, 10. Now begins the apocryphal fragment of some other evangeli- 
cal treatise (doubtless written very much in the way of epitome), which has 
been added as a conclusion of our Gospel. [See Note C., p. 198.] In it, 
first of all, the appearance related at John xx. 14-18 is given in a meagre 
abstract, in which the remark, which in Mark’s connection was here wholly 
inappropriate (at the most its place would have been xy. 40), map 7¢ éxBeBA. 
éxra daip., 18 to be explained by the fact, that this casting out of demons was 
related in the writing to which the portion had originally belonged (comp. 
Luke viii. 2). — rpwi rpdry caBB.] is joined by Beza, Castalio, Heupel, Wolf, 
Rosenmiiller, Paulus, Fritzsche, de Wette, Ewald, and others with avaorac¢ 
dé, but by Severus of Antioch, Gregory of Nyssa, Theophylact, Euthymius 


mpoayet buac K.T.A. and éxei abt. br. 


(p. 383) in the absence of any appearances 
of the risen Lord in Mark the weightiest 


1 It is characteristic of Schenkel that he 
assumes the Gospel to have veally closed 


with ver. 8, and that it is ‘‘mere unproyed 
conjecture” (p. 319) that the conclusion is 
lost. Such a supposition doubtless lay in 
his interest as opposed to the bodily resur- 
rection ; but even ver. 7 and xiv. 28 ought 
to have made him too prudent not to see 


evidence in favor of the early composition 
of his Gospel, whereas he comes to the un- 
historical conclusion that Peter did not 
touch on these appearances in his dis- 
courses. See Acts x. 40 f., and previously 
Wyo? pile Lbs 
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Zigabenus, Victor, Grotius, Mill, Bengel, Kuinoel, Schulthess, and others, 
with é¢dévy, We cannot decide the point, since we do not know the connec- 
tion with what went before, in which the fragment originally occurred. If 
it were an integral part of our Gospel, it would have to be connected with 
égdvy, since ver. 2 already presupposes the time of the resurrection having 
taken place, and now in the progress of the narrative the question was not 
about this specitication of time, but about the fact that Jesus on the very 
same morning made His first appearance. —As well rpéry as the singular 
oaBBarov (comp. Luke xviii. 12) is surprising after ver. 2. Yet it is to be 
conceded that even Mark himself might so vary the expressions. -— rap’ 7c} 
(see the critical remarks) : away from whom (French : de chez). See Matthiae, 
p. 1378. The expression with é«fdAAev is not elsewhere found in the N. T. 
— Ver. 10. Foreign to Mark is here—(1) éxeivy, which never occurs (comp. 
iv. 11, vii. 15, xii. 4 f., xiv. 21) in his Gospel so devoid of emphasis as in 
this case. As unemphatic stands «dxeivo: in ver. 11, but not at ver. 13, as 
also éxe/vorg In ver. 138 and éxeivor at ver. 20 are emphatic. (2) ropevieioa, 
which word Mark, often as he had occasion for it, never uses, while in this 
short section it occurs three times (vy. 12, 15). Moreover, (8) the circumlo- 
cution roic¢ per aitod yevouévorc, instead of roi¢ wabyraic airov (the latter does 
not occur at all in the section), is foreign to the Gospels. The pvafyrai in 
the more extended sense are meant, the apostles and the rest of the compan- 
ions of Jesus ; the apostles alone are designated at ver. 14 by oi évdexa, as 
at Luke xxiv. 9, 83 ; Acts il. 14. — revOovo x. KActovor] who were mourning 
and weeping. Comp. Luke vi. 25, although to derive the words from this 
passage (Schulthess) is arbitrary. 

Ver. 11. Comp. Luke xxiv. 10, 11 ; John xx. 18. —The fact that 6eacda 
apart from this section does not occur in Mark, forms, considering the fre- 
quency of the use of the word elsewhere, one of the signs of a strange hand. 
By éed07 is not merely indicated that He had been seen, but that He had 
been gazed upon. Comp. ver. 14, and see Tittmann, Synon. p. 120 f. — 
axioreiv does not occur in Mark except here and at ver. 16, but is altogether 
of rare occurrence in the N. T. (even in Luke only in chap. xxiv.). 

Vy. 12, 18. A meagre statement of the contents of Luke xxiv. 13-35, yet 
provided with a traditional explanation (év érépe wopdH), and presenting a 
variation (obdé éxefvoie éxiotevoav) which betrays as its source ? not Luke him- 
self, but a divergent tradition. [See Note CIV., p. 208.] —yerd raira] (after 
what was narrated in vv. 9-11) does not occur at all in Mark, often as he 
might have written it : it is an expression foreign to him. ow long after, 
does not appear. According to Luke, it was still on the same day. — éé 
avtov] tov ust’ avtod yevouévav, ver. 10. —repirarovow] euntibus, not while 
they stood or sat or lay, but as they walked. More precise information is 
then given in ropevopévote ei¢ aypév : while they went into the country. — 


1De Wette wrongly thinks (following of Mark (how unskilfully otherwise must he 
Storr, Kuinoel, and others) here and repeat- have gone to work!), but independently of 
edly, that an interpolator would not have Mark, for the purpose of completing whose 
allowed himself to extract so freely. Our Gospel, however, this fragment was subse- 
author, in fact, wrote not as an interpolator quently used. 
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égavepobn| ver. 14 ; John xxi. 1, He became visible to them, was brought to 
view. The expression does not directly point to a “ ghostlike ” appearance 
(in opposition to de Wette), since it does not of itself, although it does by 
év érépg uopd, point to a supernatural element in the bodily mode of appear- 
ance of the risen Lord. This éyv érépa yopdm is not to be referred to other 
clothing and to an alleged disfigurement of the face by the sufferings borne 
on the cross (comp. Grotius, Heumann, Bolten, Paulus, Kuinoel, and 
others), but to the bodily form, that was different from what His previous 
form had been,—which the tradition here followed assumed in order to ex- 
plain the circumstance that the disciples, Luke xxiv. 16, did not recognize 
Jesus who walked and spoke with them. — Ver. 13. xdkeivor] these also, as 
Mary had done, ver. 10. — roi¢ Aouroic] to the others yevouévore per’ avrov, VV. 
10, 12. — ovdé éxeivore éxior.| not even them did they believe. A difference of 
the tradition from that of Luke xxiv. 34, not a confusion with Luke xxiv. 
41, which belongs to the following appearance (in opposition to Schulthess, 
Fritzsche, de Wette). It is boundless arbitrariness of harmonizing to as- 
“sume, as do Augustine, de consens. evang. iii. 25, Theophylact, and others, 
including Kuinoel, that under 2éyovra¢ in Luke xxiy. 34, and also under the 
unbelievers in the passage before us, we are to think only of some, and those 
different at the two places ; while Calvin makes the distribution in such 
a manner, that they had doubted at jirst, but had afterwards believed ! 
Bengel gives it conversely. According to Lange, too, they had been believ- 
ing, but by the message of the disciples of Emmaus they were led into new 
doubt. Where does this appear? According to the text, they believed 
neither the Magdalene nor even the disciples of Emmaus. 

Ver. 14. “Yorepov] not found elsewhere in Mark, does not mean : at last 
(Vulgate, Luther, Beza, Schulthess, and many others), although, according 
to our text, this appearance was the last (comp. Matt. xxi. 37), but : a/fter- 
wards, subsequently (Matt. iv. 2, xxi. 29 ; John xiii. 86), which certainly is 
a very indefinite specification. —The narrative of this appearance confuses 
very different elements with one another. [See Note CV., p. 208.] It is 
manifestly (see ver. 15) the appearance which according to Matt. xxviii. 16 
took place on the mountain in Galilee ; but avaxewuévorg (as they reclined at 
table) introduces an altogether different scenery and locality, and perhaps 
arose from a confusion with the incident contained * in Luke xxiy. 42 f., or 
Acts i. 4 (according to the view of cuvadiduevog as convescens, ‘‘ eating with” 
[R. V. marg.]) ; while also the reproaching of the unbelief is here out of 
place, and appears to have been introduced from some confusion with the 
history of Thomas, John xx., and with the notice contained in Luke xxiv. 
25 ; for which the circumstance mentioned at the appearance on the moun- 
tain, Matt. xxviii. 17 (oi 62 édicracav), furnished a certain basis. — airoi¢ roig 
évdexa] ipsis undecim. Observe the ascending gradation in the three appear- 
ances—(1) to Mary ; (2) to two of His earlier companions ; (8) to the eleven 
themselves. Of other appearances in the circle of the eleven our author knows 
nothing ; to him this was the only one. See ver. 19, — érv] equivalent to eic 


1 Beza, Calovius, and others wrongly explain dvaKew.. aS: una sedentibus. Comp. xiy. 18. 
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éxetvo ort, Luke xvi. 3; John ii. 18, ix. 17, xi. 51, xvi. 9; 2 Cor. i. 18, 
xi, 10. 

Ver. 15. Continuation of the same act of speaking. — rdoy ri Kricec| to the 
whole creation, i.e., to all creatures, by which expression, however, in this 
place, as in Col. i. 23, all men are designated, as those who are created car’ 
éZoyfv, as the Rabbinic 1737 is also used (see Lightfoot, p. 673, and Wet- 
stein in loc.). Not merely the Gentiles (who are called by the Rabbins con- 
temptuously HY3N, see Lightfoot, /.c.) are meant, as Lightfoot, Hammond, 
Knatchbull, and others would have it. This would bein accordance neither 
with ver. 16 f., where the discourse is of all believers without distinction, 
nor with écfpvéay ravtayov, ver. 20, wherein is included the entire missionary 
activity, not merely the preaching to the Gentiles. Comp. on rdvra ta éOvn, 
Matt. xxviii. 19. Nor yet is there a pointing in rf «rice: at the glorifica- 
tion of the whole of nature (Lange, comp. Bengel) by means of the gospel 
(comp. Rom. viii.), which is wholly foreign to the conception, as plainly 
appears from what follows (6. . . 6 dé). As in Col. /.c., so here also the 
designation of the universal scope of the apostolic destination by doy 77 
«tices has in it something of solemnity. 

Ver. 16. He who shall have become believing (see on Rom. xiii. 11), and have 
been baptized, shall attain the Messianic salvation (on the establishment of the 
kingdom). The necessity of baptism—of baptism, namely, regarded as a 
necessary divinely ordained consequent of the having become believing, with- 
out, however (as Calvin has observed), being regarded as dimidia salutis 
causa, ‘‘half the ground of salvation,”—is here (comp. John iii. 5) ex- 
pressed for all new converts, but not for the children of Christians (see on 
1 Cor. vii. 14). [See Note CVI. p. 209.] —6 08 amorfoac| That in the case 
of such baptism had not occurred, is obvious of itself ; refusal of faith nec- 
essarily excluded baptism, since such persons despised the salvation offered 
in the preaching of faith. In the case of a baptism without faith, there- 
fore, the necessary subjective causa salutis, ‘‘ ground of salvation,” would be 
wanting. 

Ver. 17. Snyeia] marvellous significant appearances for the divine con- 
firmation of their faith, Comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 22. —roic ricretcover| those who 
have become believing, generically. The limitation to the teachers, especially 
the apostles and seventy disciples (Kuinoel), is erroneous. See ver. 16. The 
onueia adduced indeed actually occurred with the believers as such, not 
merely with the teachers. See 1 Cor. xii. Yet in reference to the serpents 
and deadly drinks, see on ver. 18. Moreover, Jesus does not mean that every 
one of these signs shall come to pass in the case of every one, but in one case 
this, in another that one. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 4. — rapaxod.] shail follow them 
that believe, shall accompany them, after they have become believers. The 
word, except in Luke i. 3, is foreign to all the four evangelists, but comp. 
1 Tim. iv. 6 ; 2 Tim. iii. 10. —raira] which follow.!— tv 76 dvépart pov] in 
my name, which they confess, shall the ground be, that they, etc. It refers 
to all the particulars which follow. — dau. éxBad.] Comp. ix. 88. — yadoo. 


1 See Kriiger, Xen. Anabd. ii. 2. 2; Kiihner, ad Anabd. ii. 5. 10. 
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Aad, Kawwaic] to speak with new languages. The ecstatic glossolalia (see on 
1 Cor. xii. 10), which first appeared at the event of Pentecost, and then, more- 
over, in Acts x. 46 and xix. 6, and is especially known from the Corinthian 
church, had been converted by the tradition with reference to the Pente- 
costal occurrence into a speaking in languages different from the mother- 
tongue (see on Acts ii. 4). And such is the speaking in new languages men- 
tioned in the passage before us, in such languages, that is, as they could not 
previously speak, which were new and strange to the speakers. Hereby the 
writer betrays that he is writing in the swb-apostolie period, since he, like 
Luke in reference to the Pentecostal miracle, imports into the first age of 
the church a conception of the glossolalia intensified by legend ; nay, he 
makes the phenomenon thereby conceived as a speaking in strange languages 
to be even a common possession of believers, while Luke limits it solely to 
the unique event of Pentecost. [See Note CVIL., p. 209.] We must accord- 
ingly understand the yAdéoo. AaAeiv xavaic of our text, not in the sease of the 
speaking with tongues, 1 Cor. xii.—xiv., but in the sense of the much more 
wonderful speaking of languages, Acts ii., as it certainly is in keeping with 
the two strange particulars that immediately follow. Hence every rational- 
izing attempt to explain away the concrete designation derived, without 
any doubt as to the meaning of the author, from the Acts of the Apostles, 
is here as erroneous as it is in the case of Acts ii., whether recourse be had 
to generalities, such as the newness of the utterance of the Christian spirit 
(Hilgenfeld), or the new formation of the spirit-world by the new word of 
the Spirit (Lange), the ecstatic speaking on religious subjects (Bleek), or 
others. Against such expedients, comp. Keim in Herzog, Hneykl. XVIII. 
p. 687 ff. The ecstatic phenomena of Montanism and of the Irvingites 
present no analogy with the passage before us, because our passage has to do 
with languages, not with tongues. Euthymius Zigabenus : yAoocac Févatc, 
diaréxtowe GAAoeOvécwv, ‘‘ with strange tongues, with the dialects of other na- 
tions.” 

Ver. 18. “Odere dpotor| They shall lift up serpents (take them into the hand 
and lift them up). Such a thing is not known from the history of the apos- 
tolic times (what took place with the adder on the hand of Paulin Acts xxviii. 
2 ff. is different) ; it would, moreover, be too much like juggling for a onyeiov 
of believers, and betrays quite the character of apocryphal legend, for which, 
perhaps, a traditional distortion of the fact recorded in Acts xxviii. 2f. 
furnished a basis, whilst the serpent-charming so widely diffused in the 
East} by analogy supplied material enough. The promise in Luke x. 19 is 
specifically distinct. Others have adopted for aipew the meaning of taking 
out of theway (John xvii. 5 ; Matt. xxiv. 89; Acts xxi. 36), and have under- 
stood it either of the driving away, banishing (Luther, Heumann, Paulus), or 
of the destroying of the serpents (Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophylact, both 
of whom, however, give also the option of the correct explanation) ; but 
the expression would be inappropriate and singular, and the thing itself in 
the connection would not be sufficiently marvellous. The meaning: ‘to 


1 Elsner, Obss. p. 168; Wetstein in loc.; Winer, Pealw. 
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plant serpents as signs of victory with healing effect,” in which actual serpents 
would have to be thought of, but according to their symbolical significance, 
has a place only in the fancy of Lange excited by John ili. 14, not in the 
text. The singular thought must at least have been indicated by the addi- 
tion of the essentially necessary word cyeia (Isa. v. 26, xi. 12), as the classical 
writers express raising a signal by aipew onueiov (comp. Thue. i. 49. 1, and 
Kriiger thereon).—xav davdo. tt riwov «.7.2.} Likewise an apocryphal append- 
age, not from the direct contemplation of the life of believers in the apostolic 
age. [See Note CVUL., p. 209.] The practice of condemning to the cup of 
poison gave material for it. But it is not to be supposed that the legend of the 
harmless poison-draught of John (comp. also the story of Justus Barsabas re- 
lated by Papias in Euseb. H. Z. iii. 39) suggested our passage (in opposition 
to de Wette and older expositors), because the legend in question does not 
occur till so late ;' it rather appears to have formed itself on occasion of 
Matt. xx. 23 from our passage, or to have developed itself * out of the same 
conception whence our expression arose, as did other similar traditions (see 
Fabricius in Abd. p. 576).° — xadde éovow] the sick.4 Comp. Acts xxviii. 
8 f. 

Vv. 19, 20. The Lord Jesus therefore (see the critical remarks). oti» an- 
nexes what now emerged as the final result of that last meeting of Jesus 
with the eleven, and that as well in reference to the Lord (ver. 19) as in ref- 
erence also to the disciples (ver. 20) ; hence pwév . . . dé Accordingly, the 
transition by means of wév oiy is not incongruous (Fritzsche), but logically 
correct. But the expression nav obv, as well as 6 Kbpioc "Inaotc, is entirely foreign 
to Mark, frequently as he had occasion to use both, and therefore is one of 
the marks of another author. — werd 7d Aadjoa aitoic] cannot be referred 
without harmonistic violence to anything else than the discourses just uttered, 
vy. 14-18 (Theophylact well says: ravra dé AaAgoac, ‘‘ and having spoken these 
things’’), not to the collective discourses of the forty days (Augustine, Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Maldonatus, Bengel, Kuinoel, Lange, and others); and with this 
in substance agrees Ebrard, p. 597, who, like Grotius and others, finds in 
vv. 15-18 the account of all that Jesus had said in His several appear- 
ances after His resurrection. The forty days are quite irreconcilable with 
the narrative before us generally, as well as with Luke xxiv. 44. But if 
Jesus, after having discoursed to the disciples, vy. 14-18, was taken up into 


1 Except in Abdias, hist. apost. v. 20, and 
the Acta Joh. in Tischendorf, p. 266 ff., not 
mentioned till Augustine. 

2 Lange knows how to rationalize this 
onuecov also. In his view, there is symbol- 
ically expressed “‘ the subjective restoration 
of life to invulnerability.”’ Christ is held 
to declare that the poison-cup would not 
harm His people, primarily in the symbol- 
ical sense, just as it did not harm Socrates 
in his soul; but also in the typical sense: 
that the life of believers would be ever 
more and more strengthened to the over- 
coming of all hurtful influences, and would 


in many cases, even in the literal sense, 
miraculously overcome them. This is to 
put into, and take out of the passage, ex- 
actly what pleases subjectivity. 

3 On Oavdo.mov, which only occurs here in 
the N. T., equivalent to @avarnddpov (Jas. tii. 
8), see Wetstein, and Stallbaum, ad Plat. 
Rep. p. 610 C. 

4 Not the believers who heal (Lange: 
“they on their part shall enjoy perfect 
health’). This perverted meaning would 
need at least to have been suggested by the 
use of kai avrot (and they on their part). 
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heaven (aveAggon, see Acts x. 16, i. 2, xi. 22; 1 Tim. iii. 16 ; Lukeix. 51), 
it is not withal tobe gathered from this very compendious account, that the 
writer makes Jesus pass from the room where they were at meat to heaven 
(Strauss, B. Bauer), any more than from éxeivor d2 éeAOdvrec it is to be held 
that the apostles immediately after the ascension departed into all the world. 
The representation of vv. 19, 20 is so evidently limited only to the outlines of 
the subsequent history, that between the perd rd Aadgoa abroic and the dve74- 
of) there is at least, as may be understood of itself, sufficient space for a 
going forth of Jesus with the disciples (comp. Luke xxiv. 50), even although 
the forty days do not belong to the evangelical tradition, but first appear in 
the Acts of the Apostles. [See Note CIX., p. 209.] How the writer con- 
ceived of the ascension, whether as visible or invisible, his words do not 
show, and it must remain quite a question undetermined. — kad éxddicev éx 
deiov T. Ocodv] reported, it is true, not as an object of sense-perception (in 
opposition to Schulthess), but asa consequence, that had set in, of the averfobn 3 
not, however, to be explained away as a merely symbolical expression (so, 
forexample, Euthymius Zigabenus : 70 wév cadica dnhoi avaravow Kad axddav- 
ow tHo Setac BaorAsiac’ To dé Ex JeELGv Tov Oecd olketwow Kat duotiuiav mpd¢ Tov 
natépa, ‘* The sitting down indicates the rest and pleasure of the divine 
kingdom ; but the ‘at the right hand of God’ the appropriative and equal 
honor with the Father.” Kuinoel : ‘‘cum Deo regnat et summa felicitate 
perfruitur,” ‘‘ He reigns with God and enjoys the highest happiness”), but 
to be left as a local fact, as actual occupation of a seat on the divine throne 
(comp. on Matt. vi. 9; sce on Eph. i. 20), from which hereafter He will 
descend to judgment. Comp. Ch. F. Fritzsche, nova opuse. p. 209 ff. — As 
to the ascension generally, see on Luke xxiv. 51. 

Ver. 20. With the ascension the evangelic history was at itsend. The 
writer was only now concerned to add a conclusion in keeping with the com- 
mission given by Jesus in ver. 15. He does this by means of a brief sum- 
mary of the apostolic ministry, by which the injunction of Jesus, ver. 15, had 
been fulfilled, whereas all unfolding of its special details lay beyond the 
limits of the evangelic, and belonged to the region of the apostolic, history ; 
hence even the effusion of the Spirit is not narrated here. 
ver. 14. — dé] prepared for by yév, ver. 19. — éeAddvtec¢] namely, forth from 
the place, in which at the time of the ascension they sojourned. Comp. 
mopevdévrec, ver. 15 ; Jerusalem is meant. — ravrayov] By way of popular 
hyperbole ; hence not to be used as a proof in favor of the composition not 
having taken place till after the death of the apostles (in opposition to 
Fritzsche), comp. Rom. x. 18 ; Col. i. 6. —7rot kvpiov] nor God (Grotius, and 
also Fritzsche, comparing 1 Cor. iii. 9 ; Heb. ii. 4), but CArist, as in ver. 
19. The onueia are wrought by the exalted One. Comp. Matt. xxviii. 20. 
That the writer has made use of Heb. ii. 3, 4 (Schulthess, Fritzsche), is, con- 
sidering the prevalence of the thought and the dissimilarity of the words, 
arbitrarily assumed. — dvd tov éraxodovd. onpeiav] by the signs that followed 
(the éyoc). The article denotes the signs spoken of, which are promised at 
vv. 17, 18, and indeed promised as accompanying those who had become be- 
lievers ; hence it is erroneous to think, as the expositors do, of the miracles 


éxeivot| the évdexa, 
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performed by the apostles. The confirmation of the apostolic preaching was 
found in the fact that in the case of those who had become believers by means of 
that preaching the cnueia promised at vv. 17, 18 occurred.— éraxoaov¥. is for- 
eign to all the Gospels; it occurs elsewhere in the N. T. in 1 Tim. v, 10, 24 ; 
1 Pet. ii. 21 ; in classical Greek it is very frequently used. 


Remarx.—The fragment before us, vv. 9-18, compared with the parallel pas- 
sages of the other Gospels and with Acts i. 3, presents a remarkable proof how 
uncertain and varied was the tradition on the subject of the appearances of the 
Risen Lord (see on Matt. xxviii. 10). Similarly ver. 19, comp. with Luke xxiv. 
50 f., Acts i. 9 ff., shows us in what an uncertain and varied manner tradition 
had possessed itself of the fact of the ascension, indubitable as in itself it is, 
and based on the unanimous teaching of the apostles. [See Note CX., p, 209 
seq. ] 


Notes py AMERICAN Eprror. 


CI. Ver. 1. dvayevouévov tov caGBarov. 


There can be no doubt as to the meaning here ; but it does not follow that 
Luke xxiii. 56 contradicts this ; see Note there. Comp. also the divisions and 
punctuation of R. V.in Luke xxiii. 56 ; xxiv. 1. It may be said here, however, 
that the two accounts can be reconciled without distorting that of Luke. 


CII. Ver. 5. The angelic appearances. 


For a brief statement of one among the many theories which aim at arrang- 
ing the details of the events, as recorded by all the Evangelists, see Int. Rev. 
Comm. Mark, pp. 233, 234. The differing members are explained by supposing 
that there were two parties of women, etc. 


CIII. Ver. 8. kat oddevi x.t.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. rightly concludes, that when the reason for their silence 
(namely, their fear) was removed by subsequent events, they fulfilled the 
commission of the angel. We learn from Matthew (xxviii. 8-10) what further 
happened to them. 


CIV. Vy. 12, 13. 


Weiss ed. Mey. seems to connect these verses more closely with Luke. But 
all is conjecture. For aught we know to the contrary, the conclusion is as 
old as the Gospel according to Luke, and it is safe to assign to it as early a date 
as Meyer allows to Luke (A.D. 70-80). 


CV. Vv. 14-18. 
It is by no means clear that these verses confuse ‘‘ very different elements 
with one another.’’ They seem to combine the last appearance on the day of 


the Resurrection with the final discourse before the Ascension. Still the lan- 
guage of vv. 15-18 may have been uttered in Galilee, as Meyer thinks; comp. 
Matt. xxviii, 16, 
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CVI. Ver. 16. Sanrrioeic. 


The discussion in regard to both the mode and the subjects of baptism may 
receive some new elements from the recently published ‘Teaching of the 
Apostles.’’ It would obviously be improper to enlarge upon the subject here. 
But it may be remarked that, if these verses in Mark are not genuine, the 
“Teaching of the Apostles’’ is to be regarded as having quite as much 
authority. 


CVIT. Ver. 17. yAdooae Aadjoovew Katvaic. 


The oldest manuscripts which contain the passage omit kacvaic. It thus ap- 
pears that the word on which Meyer relies to prove the sub-apostolic origin of 
the passage has no uncial authority older than the 9th century. His intima- 
tions as to the legendary character of this and Luke’s account of the Pentecostal 
miracle must therefore be taken with great allowance. Here, at least, his 
whole argument rests on a reading which Treg., W. and Hort and others either 
bracket or reject. The R. V. omits in margin. 


CVIII. Ver. 18. 


It must be confessed that the strongest internal evidence against the genu- 
ineness of this passage is derived from the peculiar promises of this verse. In 
any case, we must take the words in their natural meaning, as explained by 
Meyer, and admit that there are no authentic instances in apostolic times of 
the fulfilment of the second promise. 


CIX. Ver. 19. 


The length of time between the Resurrection and Ascension is left indefinite 
in the Gospels. But there is no good reason for making a difference between 
these narratives and that of Luke in Actsi. 3. On the question as it affects 
Luke xxiy., see Notes on that chapter; comp. also Meyer, Acts, p. 37, Am. edi- 
tion. 


CX. Concluding Remark on vy. 9-20. 


From the character of this doubtful passage, conclusions may be drawn 
quite different from those indicated by Meyer. (1) If it is not genuine, its gen- 
eral agreement with the Gospel accounts shows how little tradition modified the 
narrative of the main facts. (2) If the variations are pushed to extreme lim- 
its, and the fragment placed in the sub-apostolic age, the phenonema it pre- 
sents do not justify the assumptions of modifications, etc., which Meyer and 
others so freely make in regard to the genuine Gospel narratives. If that date 
be accepted, the interval between it and the Gospels must be, on any consis- 
tent theory, as great as that between the Gospels and the events they record. 
We have, on this view, a measure of traditional variations during a generation. 
The variations during the apostolic age could not have been so great as those 
during the sub-apostolic age, and this fragment shows how slight they were 
even during that age. Yet historico-literary criticism frequently attributes to 
the Synoptists deviations from each other or from an original document, far ex- 
ceeding in extent any that can be proven to exist between this fragment and 
the Gospels, which are declared to be much earlier, (3) If it is genuine, the 
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same variations tend to establish, not only the originality of Mark, but the in 
dependence of the three Synoptists. The very naivelé of the alleged divergences 
would, in any other case, be regarded by literary critics as a mark of truth- 
fulness and of originality. Most clearly does this argument from internal 
evidence hold in the case of the Gospel of Mark, and despite the verbal pecu- 
liarities in vy. 9, 20, there are not wanting indications of Mark’s manner and 
tone in every verse of the disputed passage. 


HORICAT 


AS 

Abiathar, the high priest, 34 seq., 37. 

Activity, Moral, 56 seq. 

Advent, The second, of Christ, 161 
seq., 167 seq. 

Alexandria, The church at, 2. 

Ambition, Impure, warned against, 
156 seq. 

Anointing of Christ at Bethany, 174 
seq., 183. 

Apostles, The twelve, ordained, 42 ; 
sent out, 74 seq. ; return and report, 
78 seq. ; receive their final com- 
mission, 203 seq. ; their miraculous 
powers, 204 seq.; fulfilling their 
mission, 207 seq. 

Ascension of Christ, 206 seq. 


B. 


Baptism of John, The, 16 seq.; of 
Christ, its necessity, 204, 209. 

Benevolence, True, 157 seq. 

Bethsaida, 80, 83. 

Bethany, 141, 146. 

Bethphage, 141, 146. 

Boanerges, The, 42 seq. fj 


C. 


Ceremonial washings, 88 seq. 

Christ, Jesus, His Divine sonship, 15, 
25; baptized of John, 17 ; tempted 
in the wilderness, 17 seq., 26; 
preaching in Galilee, 18 seq.; 
chooses disciples, 19 seq.; teaching 
in the synagogue, 20 ; expelling the 
unclean spirit, 21, 26 ; healing the 
leper, 24 ; cures one sick of the pal- 
sy, 29 seq.; His Messianic con- 
sciousness, 30; eating with publi- 
cans and sinners, 31 ; His views of 
the Sabbath, 33 seq., 36 seq. ; heals 
the withered hand on the Sabbath, 
39 seq., 47; pressed by the crowd, 
41; ordains the twelve apostles, 42 ; 
accused of being frantic and pos- 
sessed, 44 seq., 47 seq.; the kingdom 
divided, 46 seq. ; His sisters, 47, 
48 ; teaches in parables, 51 seq. ; 


INDEX. 


stilling the tempest, 58 seq.; among 
the Gadarenes, 63 seq. ; healing the 
woman with a bloody issue, 65 seq., 
68; raising Jairus’ daughter, 66 
seq., 69; teaching on the Sabbath, 
72 seq.; sending out the twelve 
apostles, 74 seq. ; feeding the 5000, 
79 seq. ; walking on the sea, 81 seq. ; 
heals the Syro-Phcenician woman’s 
daughter, 91 seq. ; cures the deaf- 
mute, 92 seq. ; feeding the 4000, 98 
seq. ; tempted by the Pharisees, 
99; restores the sight of a blind 
man, 101 seq.; confessed by His 
disciples, 103 seq. ; is transfigured, 
109 seq. ; castsout a deaf and dumb 
spirit, 113 seq. ; exhorteth to hu- 
mility, 117 seq. ; instructs concern- 
ing divorce, 128 seq. ; blesses the 
children, 130 seq. ; and the young 
ruler, 1381 seq., 137; heals blind 
Bartimeus, 136, 138; His entrance 
into Jerusalem, 141 seq. ; curses the 
fig-tree, 142 seg., 147; exhorts 
to faith and forgiveness, 145 seq. ; 
defends His authority, 146 ; speaks 
in parables, 151 seq. ; instructs as 
to tribute, 153; as to the resurrec- 
tion, 154: His interview with the 
scribe, 154 seq.; His Divine lineage, 
156 seq., 159 ; foretells the destruc- 
tion of the temple, 161 seq., 167; 
His second advent, 161 seq., 167; 
His omniscience, 165 seq.; at 
Bethany, 174 seq. ; prepares for 
the Passover, 175 seq., 184 ; eats the 
same with His disciples, 176; in- 
stitutes the Lord’s Supper, 176 seq.; 
in Gethsemane, 177 seq. ; betrayed 
by Judas, 179; before the High 
Priest, 179 seq., 184 seq.; is falsely 
accused, 180; confesses His Messiah- 
ship, 181 ; is denied by Peter, 182 ; 
is led before Pilate, 188 seq. ; is 
mocked and scourged, 189 seq. ; is 
crucified, 190 seq. ; reviled on the 
cross, 191; His death, 192 seq.; 
His burial, 193 seq.; His resurrec- 
tion, 199 seq., 208; appearing to 
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the women and the disciples, 202 
seq.; commissions the apostles, 203 
seq.; His ascension, 206 seq. 


D. 


Defilement, Ceremonial and real, 89 
seq. 

Demons, 21; of Gadara, 63 seq. 

Disciples, The, their weakness of faith, 
59 ; warned against the Pharisees, 
99 seq. ; their lack of discernment, 
100. 

Divorce and marriage, 129 seq. 


E. 


Economy, Divine, 80, 98 seq. 
Elijah, his advent, 112 seq. 


IRE 


Faith, importunate, illustrated, 91 
seq.; the efficacy of, 116, 136, 188 ; 
exhortation to, 145. 

Fasting, 32. 

Fig-tree cursed, The, 142 seq., 147. 

Forgiveness, Exhortation to, 145 seq. 


G. 


Gethsemane, 177 seq. 
God, His goodness, 132. 
Golgotha, 19. 

Growth, Spiritual, 56 seq. 


H. 


Heart, The, the seat of life, 90. 

Heedfulness enjoined, 55. 

Herod and Christ, 75 seq.; his char- 
acter, 100. 

Herodians, The, 40. 

Holy Ghost, The, blasphemy against, 
46 seq. 

House, Structure of a Jewish, 29 seq. 

Humility, Teaching of, 117 seq., 130, 
136. 

Hypocrisy, Warned against, 156 seq. 


ie 
Isaiah quoted, 15 seq., 25. 


J. 


Jerusalem, Christ’s entrance into, 141 
seq. 

John the Baptist, 16, 25 seq. ; baptizes 
Christ, 17 ; his disciples, 32; his 
imprisonment and death, 77 seq. 

Joseph, the husband of Mary, 73. 

Joseph of Arimathea, 193. 

Judgment, The final, 164 seq., 168. 
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K. 


Kingdom, The Messianic, its myste- 
ries, 54 seq.; and the rich, 133; 
membership of, 155, 


10, 


Lord’s Supper, The, instituted, 176 
seq. 
M. 


Mark, the Evangelist, his life, 1 seq.; 
his relation to Peter, 2; his death, 
2; writes a Gospel, 2 seq. 

Mark, the Gospel of, its origin, 2 seq., 
10 seq.; its Petrine tendency, 5 seq.; 
its purpose, 6 seq.; its time, 7 ; its 
place of composition, 7 seq. ; its 
language, 8 ; its originality, 8 seq. ; 
its integrity, 9; its superscription, 
13 seq.; authorship of its closing 
section (xvi. 9-20), 196 seq., 209 
seq. 

Marriage and divorce, 129 seq. 

Martyrdom, 135 seq. 

Mary, the mother of Joses, 194. 

Matthew called as an apostle, 31. 

Miracles of Christ : expelling the un- 
clean spirit, 21, 26; curing Peter’s 
wife’s mother, 22; healing the 
leper, 24; curing the one sick with 
palsy, 29 seq.; healing the withered 
hand, 39 seq.; stilling the tempest, 
58 seq.; expelling the demons of 
Gadara, 63 seq.; healing the woman 
with a bloody issue, 65 seq., 68 ; 
raising Jairus’ daughter from the 
dead, 66 seq., 69.; feeding the 50U0, 
79 seq.; walking on the sea, 81; 
healing the Syro-Phcenician wom- 
an’s daughter, 91 seq.; curing a 
deaf-mute, 92 seq.; feeding the 
4000, 98 seq. ; restoring the sight of 
a blind man, 101 seq.; casting out 
a deaf and dumb spirit, 113 seq. ; 
the healing of blind Bartimeus, 
136, 1388; the fig-tree cursed, 142 
seq., 147. 

Morality, foundations of, 154 seq. 


N. 
Nemesis, Divine, The, 53. 


O. 
Oil, Anointing with, 75. 
Omniscience of Christ, The, 165 seq. 
Ie 


Papias on the Gospel of Mark, 3 seq. 
Parables of Christ, The: the physi- 
cian, 32; the children of the bride- 
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chamber, 32; the new patch, 
32 seq.; the new wine, 33; the 
kingdom divided, 46 seq.; the 
strong man, 46 ; the sower, 51 seq. ; 
the seed growing secretly, 55 seq., 
60 ; the mustard-seed, 57 seq. ; the 
wicked husbandman, 151 seq. ; the 
tig-tree, 165 ; the absent house-hold- 
er, 166 seq. 

Parousia of Christ, The, 161 seq., 167. 

Passover eaten by Christ, 176, 184. 

Persecution for the Gospel’s sake, 
163. 

Peter, his relation to Mark, 2; to 
Mark’s Gospel, 3 seq.; chosen by 
Christ, 19 seq. ; confessing Christ, 
102 seq. ; rebuked by Christ, 103 ; 
his denial of Christ, 182 seq. 

Pharisees, The, their ceremonial wash- 
ings, 88 seq. ; tempting Christ, 99. 

Pilate and Christ, 188 seq. 

Punishment, Eternal, 120. 


R. 


Rank, dispute about, 117 seq. ; the 
correct principle about, 136. 

Resurrection, The, 154; of Christ, 
199 seq., 208. 

Rewards of the kingdom, 134. 

Rich, The, and the Gospel, 133. 
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Ruler, The young, and Christ, 131 
seq. 
8. 


Sabbath, The, healing on, 21 seq., 39 
seq. ; observance of, 33 seq. 

Salt and sacrifice, 120 seq., 125. 

Sanhedrim, The, 188. 

Self-sacrifice, 104, 122 seq. 

Simon of Cyrene, 189 seq. 

Sinlessness of Christ, The, 131 seq. 

Sisters of Christ, The, 47, 48. 

Syro-Phceenician woman, The, 91 seq. 


iE: 


Temple, The, desecrated, 144; its 
destruction, 161 seq., 167. 

Toleration, Christian, 118 seq., 125. 

Transfiguration of Christ, The, 109 


seq. 
Tribute to Caesar, 153. 
W. 


Watchfulness enjoined, 166 seq. 
Wealth, its influence, 133. 
Wisdom, 123 seq. 

Women at the cross, The, 192. 


Me 
Youth, The unknown, 179, 184. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


§1.—ON THE LIFE OF LUKE. 


> “XCEPTING what the Acts of the Apostles and the Pauline 
\G DANG Epistles contain as to the circumstances of Luke’s life,—and 
(NN api to this Irenaeus also, with whom begins the testimony of the 
tesa church concerning Luke as the author of the Gospel, still con- 

fines himself, Haer, iii. 14. 1,—nothing is historically certain 
concerning him. According to Eusebius, H. JL. iii. 4, Jerome, Theo- 
phylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, and others, he was a native of Antioch,—a 
statement, which has not failed down to the most recent times to find 
acceptance (Hug, Guericke, Thiersch), but is destitute of all proof, and 
probably originated from a confusion of the name with Lucius, Acts xiii. 1. 
Luke is not to be identified either with this latter or with the Lucius that 
occurs in Rom. xvi. 21 (in opposition to Origen, Tiele, and others) ; for 
the name Lukas may be abbreviated from Lucanus (some codd. of the 
Itala have ‘‘secundum Lucanum” in the superscription and in subscrip- 
tions), or from Lucilius (see Grotius, and Sturz, Dial. Mac. p. 135), but 
not from Lucius. Moreover, in the Constitt. ap. vi. 18. 5, Luke is ex- 
pressly distinguished from Lucius. Whether he was a Jew by birth ora 
Gentile, is decided by Col. iv. 11, 14, where Luke is distinguished from 
those whom Paul calls of dvre¢ é« mepitoujc.” But it must be left an open 
question whether he was before his conversion a Jewish proselyte (Isidorus 
Hispalensis) ; the probability of which it is at least very unsafe to deduce 


ring in Luke, but lose their importance 
partly in view of the like character which, it. 
isto be assumed, marked the writings made 
use of as sources, partly in view of the Jew- 
ish-Greek nature of the evangelic language 
current in the church, to which Luke had 
become habituated. The passage in the 
Colossians, moreover, has its meaning 
wrongly turned by Tiele, as is also done by 


1 How freely the Greeks dealt in different 
forms of the same name, may be seen gen- 
erally in Lobeck, Patholog. p. 504 ff. —The 
notion of Lange (Z. J. p. 153, 168), that Luke 
is the person named Avistion in the frag- 
ment of Papias, quoted by Eusebius, iii. 39 
(apiotevery = lucere /), is a preposterous fan- 
cy. Comp. Lekebusch, Composit. d. Apos- 
telgesch. p. 390. 


2 This passage tells against everything 
with which Tiele in the Stud. wu. rit. 1858, 
p. 753 ff. has attempted to make good that 
Luke was a Jew by birth. His reasons are 
based especially on the Hebraisms occur- 


Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. 2, p. 99, who starts 
from the postulate, which is utterly inca- 
pable of proof, that aii the N. T. writings 
are of Israelitish origin. See on Col. iy. 
11, 14. 
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from his accurate acquaintance with Jewish relations.’ As to his civil call- 
ing he was a physician (Col. iv. 14) ; and the very late account (Nicephorus, 
H, H. ii. 43) that he had been at the same time a painter, is an unhistorical 
legend. When and how he became a Christian is unknown. Tradition, 
although only from the time of Epiphanius,” places him among the Seventy 
disciples,* whereas Luke i. 1 f. furnishes his own testimony that he was not 
an eye-witness. Comp. Estius, Annot. p. 902 f. The origin of this legend 
is explained from the fact that only Luke has the account about the Seventy 
(in opposition to Hug, who finds in this circumstance a confirmation of that 
statement). He was a highly esteemed assistant of Paul and companion to 
him, from the time when he joined the apostle on his second missionary 
journey at Troas, where he, perhaps, had dwelt till then (Acts xvi. 10). 
We find him thereafter with the apostle in Macedonia (Acts xvi. 11 ff.), as 
well as on the third missionary journey at Troas, Miletus, etc. (Acts xx. 
5-xxi. 18). In the imprisonment at Caesarea he was also with him (Acts 
xxiv. 23; Col. iv. 14; Philem. 24), and then accompanied him to Rome, 
Acts xxvii, 1-xxvill. 16 (comp. also 2 Tim. iv. 11). At this point the his- 
torical information concerning him ceases ; beyond, there is only uncertain 
and diversified tradition (see Credner, I. p. 126 f.), which, since the time 
of Gregory of Nazianzus, makes him even a martyr (Martyrol. Rom.: 18 
Oct.), yet not unanimously, since accounts of a natural death also slip in. 
Where he died, remains a question ; certainly not in Rome with Paul, as 
Holtzmann conjectures, for his writings are far later. His bones are said 
by Jerome to have been brought from Achaia to Constantinople in the reign 
of Constantius. 


§ 2.—ORIGIN OF THE GOSPEL. 


On the origin of his Gospel—which falls to be divided into three principal 
portions, of which the middle one begins with the departure for Jerusalem, 
ix, 51, and extends to xviii. 80—Luke himself, i. 1-4, gives authentic infor- 
mation. . According to his own statement, he composed his historical work 
(the continuation of which is the Acts of the Apostles) on the basis of the 
tradition of eye-witnesses, and having regard to the written evangelic compo- 
sitions which already existed in great numbers, with critical investigation on 
his own part, aiming at completeness and correct arrangement. Those 
earlier compositions, too, had been drawn from apostolic tradition, but did 
not suffice for his special object ; for which reason, however, to think mere- 
ly of Jewish-Christian writings and their relation to Paulinism is unwar- 
ranted, One of his principal documentary sources was—although this has 
been called in question for very insufficient reasons (Weizsicker, p. 17 ; see 


1Jn opposition to Kuinoel, Riehm, de tus, and others. 
Sontibus Act. Ap. p. 17 f., Guericke, Bleek. 3 According to some mentioned by 
2 Haer. li. 12; also the pseudo-Origenes, Theophylact, he is alleged to have been 
de recta in Deum fide, in Orig. Opp. ed. de one of the two disciples going to Emmaus, 
la Rue, I. p. 806; Hippolytus, Theophylact, which Lange, Z. J. I. p. 252, considers prob- 
Euthymius Zigabenus, Nicephorus Callis- able. See on xxiv. 13. 
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on vi. 14 f.)—the Gospel of Mark. [See Note I., p. 225 seq.] Assuming this, 
asin view of the priority of Mark among the three Synoptics it must of neces- 
sity be assumed, it may be matter of doubt whether Matthew also in his 
present form was made use of by him (according to Baur and others, even 
as principal source) or not (Ewald, Reuss, Weiss, Holtzmann, Plitt, Schen- 
kel, Weizsicker, and others). At any rate he has worked up the apostle’s 
collection of Logia in part, not seldom, in fact, more completely and with 
more critical sifting withal than our Matthew in his treatise. As, however, 
this collection of Logia was already worked up into the Gospel of Matthew ; 
and as the Gospel invested with this authority, it is @ priori to be presumed, 
could hardly remain unknown and unheeded by Luke in his researches, but, 
on the contrary, his having regard to it in those passages, where Luke 
agrees with Matthew in opposition to Mark, presents itself without arbitra- 
riness as the simplest hypothesis ;! our first Gospel also is doubtless to be 
reckoned among the sources of Luke, but yet with the limitation, that for 
him Mark, who represented more the primitive Gospel and was less Judaiz- 
ing, was of far greater importance, and that generally in his relation to 
Matthew he went to work with a critical independence,* which presupposes 
that he did not measure the share of the apostle in the first Gospel accord- 
ing to the later view (comp. Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 411), but on the contrary 
had no hesitation * in preferring other sources (as in the preliminary his- 


tory). 


1 Tf a use of owr Matthew by Luke is quite 
rejected, recourse must be had to the hy- 
pothesis (see especially, Weiss in the Jahrb. 
Sf. Deutsch. Theol. 1865, p. 319 ff.) that the 
apostolic collection of Logia already con- 
tained very much historical matter, and 
thereby already presented the type of the 
later Gospels. Butin this way we again en- 
counter the unknown quantity of a written 
primitive Gospel, while we come into col- 
lision with the testimony of Papias. And 
yet this primitive collection of historical 
matter in connection with the Aoy/a is held 
to have excluded not only the history of 
the birth and childhood, but also the his- 
tory of the Passion from Matt. xxvi. 6-12 
onward ; which latter exclusion, if once we 
impute to the Aoyéa an historical framework 
and woof in the measure thought of, is 
hardly conceivable in view of the impor- 
tance of the history of the Passion and Res- 
urrection. I am afraid that by following 
Weiss, instead of the cvyypadh tH Aoylwr, 
which Papias claims for Matthew, we get 
already an historical é&jynous—even if only 
dealing aggregately—oddly breaking off, 
moreover, with the history of the Passion ; 
instead of the unknown primitive-Mark, 
anunknown primitive-Matthew. [See Note 
I., p. 225 seq. ] 

2 As decisive against the supposition that 


And other sources were available for him, partly oral in the apostolic 


Luke knew our Matthew, ii. 39 is cited (see 
especially Weiss and Holtzmann), and the 
genealogy of Jesus, so far as it goes by 
way of Nathan,—ii. 39 being held to show 
that the preliminary history of Matthew 
did not lie within the horizon of Luke. 
Certainly it did not lie within it; forhe has 
critically eliminated it, and given another, 
which lay in his horizon. And the fact 
that he gave a genealogical table not ac- 
cording to the royal line of descent, in 
which, nevertheless, Christ remained just 
as well the Son of David, is likewise entire- 
ly accordant with the critical task of the 
later work; for genealogies according to 
the royal line were certainly the most 
ancient. Only people should be in earnest 
in attributing to him the evitical procedure, 
which he himseif, i. 3, affirms of his work, 
also in relation to the Gospel of Matthew. 
Schenkel in particular (p. 345) lightly pro- 
nounces judgment over the criticism of the 
third Gospel. 

3 We may dispense with the hypothesis, 
improbable even in itself, that Luke made 
use of Matthew according to an older and 
shorter redaction (de Wette and others), 
which is alleged to derive support especial- 
ly from the gap between ix. 17 and 18 com- 
pared with Matt. xiv. 22-xvi. 12. 
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tradition which he sought completely to investigate, partly written in the 
Gospel literature which had already become copious. Such written sources 
may in general be sufficiently recognized ; they are most readily discernible 
in the preliminary history and in the account of the journeying (see on ix. 
51), but not always certainly definable as respects their compass and in 
their original form, least of all in so far as to assume them to be only Jewish- 
Christian, especially from the south of Palestine (KG6stlin, comp. Holtz- 
mann, p. 166). The arrangement which places Mark only after Luke in- 
volves us, when we inquire after the sources of the latter, in the greatest 
difficulty and arbitrariness, since Luke cannot possibly be merely a free 
elaboration of Matthew (Baur), and eyen the taking in of tradition and of 
written sources without Mark (de Wette, Kahnis, Bleek, and others) is in 
no wise sufficient. The placing of Mark as intermediate between Matthew 
and Luke, steadfastly contended for by Hilgenfeld in particular, would, if it 
were in other respects allowable, not raise up such invincible difficulties for 
our question, and at least would not require the hypothesis of Hilgenfeld, 
that our Matthew is a freer revision of the strictly Jewish-Christian writing 
which formed its basis, or even (see the Zeztschr. f. wiss. Theol. 1864, 
p. 333) a tertiary formation, any more than it would need the insertion of 
a Petrine gospel between Matthew and Mark (Hilgenfeld, Kostlin). 

To carry back our Gospel in respect of its origin to apostolic authority was 
a matter of importance to the ancient church in the interest of the canon ; 
and the connection of Luke with Paul very naturally offered itself. Hence 
even Irenaeus, Haer. iii. 1, quoted by Eusebius, v. 8, states : Aovukdc dé 6 
axdsovdoc TLavaAov 70 br’ éxsivov Kypvocduevov evayyéhov ev BiBAlw katédeto, ** But 
Luke the follower of Paul put down in a book the Gospel preached by 
him” (comp. iii. 14 1 f.) ; and already Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome find 
our Gospel of Luke designated in the expression of Paul 1d evayyédudy pov. 
See the further testimonies in Credner, I. p. 146 ff. As regards this eccle- 
siastical tradition, there is to be conceded a general and indirect influence 
of the apostle, not merely in reference to doctrine, inasmuch as in Luke 
the stamp of Pauline Christianity is unmistakably apparent, but also in 
part as respects the historical matter,’ since certainly Paul must, in accord- 
ance with his interest, his calling, and his associations, be supposed to 
have had, at least in the leading points, a more precise knowledge of the 
circumstances of the life of Jesus, His doctrine, and deeds. | Comp. 1 Cor. 
xi. 23 ff., xv. 1 ff. But the generality and indirectness of such an influence 
explain the fact, that in his preface Luke himself does not include any 
appeal to this relation ; the proper sources from which he drew (and he 
wrote, in fact, long after [see Note IL, p. 226] the apostle’s death) were 
different. As a Pauline Gospel, ours was the one of which Marcion laid 
hold. How he mutilated and altered it, is evident from the numerous frag- 
ments in Tertullian, Epiphanius, Jerome, the pseudo-Origen, and others. 


'In reference to this, Thiersch, K. im for Luke written records in accordance 
apost. Zettalt. p. 158, 177, is bold enough ar- with 2 Tim. iv. 18. 
bitearily to assume that Paul bad procured 
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Remark 1.— The view, acutely elaborated by Schleiermacher, that the 
whole Gospel is a stringing together of written documents (rit. Versuch iiber d. 
Schriften d. Lule. I. Berl. 1837), is refuted at once by i. 3, and by the peculiar 
literary character of Luke, which is observable throughout. See H. Planck, 
Obss. de Lucae evang. analysi critica a Schleierm. propos., Gott. 1819 ; Roediger, 
Symbolae ad N. T. evangelia potiss. pertin., Hal. 1827. And this literary peculi- 
arity is the same which is also prominent throughout the Acts of the Apostles. 
See, besides the proofs advanced by Credner and others, especially Lekebusch, 
Composit. d. Apostelgesch. p. 37 ff.; Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 414 ff. 

Remark 2. — The investigation recently pursued, after the earlier precedents 
of Semler, Léffler, and others, especially by Ritschl (formerly), Baur, and 
Schwegler,! in opposition to Hahn (d. Evang. Marcions in s. urspr. Gestalt., 
K6nigsb. 1823), to prove that the Gospel of Marcion was the primitive-Luke, has 
reverted—and that indeed partially by means of these critics themselves, fol- 
lowing the example of Hilgenfeld, rit. Unters. 1850, p. 389 ff.—more and more 
to the view that has commonly prevailed since Tertullian’s time, that Marcion 
abbreviated and altered Luke. Most thoroughly has this been the case with 
Volkmar (theol. Jahrb. 1850, p. 110 ff., and in his treatise, das Evangel. Marcions, 
u. Revis. d. neueren Unters., Leip. 1852), with whom K6stlin, Urspr. u. Composit. 
d. synopt. Ev. 1853, p. 302 ff., essentially agrees. Comp. Hilgenfeld in the 
theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 192 ff.; Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 11 ff. The opinion that the 
Gospel of Marcion was the pre-canonical form of the present Luke, may be 
looked upon as set aside ; and the attacks and wheelings about of the Tiibingen 
criticism have rendered in that respect an essential service. See Franck in 
the Stud. u. Krit, 1855, p. 296 ff.; and on the history of the whole discussion, 
Bleek, Hinl. p. 126 ff. For the Gospel of Marcion itself,—which has been ex 
auctoritate veter. monum. descr. by Hahn,—see Thilo, Cod. Apocr. I. p. 401 ff. 


§ 3.—OCCASION AND OBJECT, TIME AND PLACE OF COMPO- 
SITION. 


The historical work consisting of two divisions (Gospel and Acts of the 
Apostles), which Luke himself characterizes as a critico-systematic (ver. 3) 
presentation of the facts of Christianity (ver. 1), was occasioned by the rela- 
tion, not more precisely known to us, in which the author stood to a certain 
Theophilus, for whom he made tt his aim to bring about by this presentation 


1 Ritschl, d. Huang. Marcions u. a. kanon. 
Tw. ad. Luk., e. krit. Unters., Tiib. 1846 ; Baur, 
krit. Unters. tib. ad. kanon. Evangelien, Tiib. 
1847, p. 393 ff.; Schwegler, nachapost. Zeitalt. 
I. p. 261 ff. See, on the other hand, Har- 
ting: quaestionem de Marcione Lucani 
evang. adulteratore, etc., novo examini sub- 
misit, Utrecht, 1849.—Ritschl has subse- 
quently, in the theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 528 f., 
confessed: ‘‘The hypothesis propounded 
by me, that Marcion did not alter the 
Gospel of Luke, but that his Gospel is a 
step towards the canonical Luke, I re- 
gard as refuted by Volkmar and Hilgen- 
feld. Any one who considers the onesided 


exaggeration with which Hahn has defend- 
ed the customary view, will know how to 
excuse my being led by him to an opposite 
onesidedness.’’ According to Baur, Mark- 
usevangel, 1851, p. 191 ff., Marcion had before 
him at least an older text of Luke, in many 
respects different from the canonical one. 
Certainly the text of Luke which was be- 
fore Marcion may have had individual 
readings more original than our witnesses 
exhibit; and itis in general, so faras we 
can distinguish it, to be regarded as tanta- 
mount toa very‘ancient manuscript. But 
still Volkmar and Hilgenfeld often overes- 
timate its readings. 
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wo 


of the history a knowledge of the trustworthiness of the Christian instruc- 
tion that he had received. See vv. 1-4. Unhappily, as to this Theophilus, 
who, however, assuredly is no merely fictitious personage (Hpiphanius, 
Heumann, and the Saxon Anonymus), nothing is known to us with cer- 
tainty ; for all the various statements as to his rank, native country, etc. (see 
Credner, Hinl. I. p. 144 f.), are destitute of proof, not excepting even the 
supposition which is found as early as Eutychius (Annal. Alex., ed. Selden 
et Pocock, I. p. 334), that he was an J¢talian, or, more precisely, a Roman * 
(Hug, Eichhorn, and many others, including Ewald and Holtzmann). It 
is, although likewise not certain, according to Acts xxiii. 26, xxiv. 3, xxXvi. 
25, probable, that the address xpdriore points to a man of rank (comp. Otto 
in Hp. ad Diogn., ed. 2, p. 53 f.); and from the Pauline doctrinal character 
of the historical work, considering that it was to serve as a confirmation of 
the instruction enjoyed by Theophilus, it is to be concluded that he was a 
follower of Paul; in saying which, however, the very point whether he was 
a Jewish or a Gentile Christian cannot be determined, although, looking to 
the Pauline author and character of the book, the latter is probable. The 
Clementine Recognitiones, x. 71, make him to be a man of high rank in 
Antioch ; and against this very ancient testimony? there is nothing substan- 
tial to object, if it be conceded that, even without being an Italian, he 
might be acquainted with the localities named in Acts xxviii. 12, 138, 15, 
without more precise specification. The idea that Luke, in composing the 
work, has had in view other readers also besides Theophilus, not merely 
Gentile Christians (Tiele), is not excluded by i. 3 f., although the treatise 
was primarily destined for Theophilus and only by his means reached a 
wider circle of readers, and then gradually, after the analogy of the N. T. 
Epistles, became the common property of Christendom. The Pauline stand- 
point of the author generally, and especially his undversalistie standpoint, 
have been of essential influence on the selection and presentation of the 
matter in his Gospel, yet by no means to such an extent that we should have 
to substitute for the objectively historical character of the work,—according 
to which it had to pay due respect to the Judaistic elements actually given 
in the history itself,—a character of subjective set purpose shaping the book, 
as if its aim were to accommodate the Judaizing picture of the Messiah to 
the views of Paulinism and to convert the Judaistic conceptions into the 
Pauline form (Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 489), or to exalt Paulinism at the 
expense of Jewish Christianity, and to place the twelve apostles in a position 


' Whether this follows from the passage 
of the Muratorian Canon as to the Acts of 


rum sub uno libro scripta Lucas optime Theo- 
philo conprehendit, omitiens quae sub prae- 


the Apostles (Ewald, Jahrb. VIII. p. 126; 
Gesch. ad. apost. Zeitalt, p. 40) is, considering 
the great corruption of the text, very 
doubtful. At least the very indication, ac- 
cording to which Theophilus would appear 
as living in Rome, would be introduced into 
the fragment only by conjecture, and that, 
indeed, as daring a conjecture as Ewald 
gives. The text, namely, is, in his view, to 
be thus restored: ‘* Acta omniunr apostolo- 


sentia ejus singula gerebantur, sicut et non 
modo passionem Petri evidenter decerpit (or 
decollat), sed et profectionem,” ete. \~ 

2 With which the circumstance is easily 
reconcilable that in the Constitutt. Ap. vii. 
46. 1 he is adduced as the third bishop of 
Caesarea. And that in that place our The- 
ophilus is meant, is more than probable 
from the context, where almost none but 
New Testament names are mentioned. 
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of inferiority to Paul (Baur, Hilgenfeld).1 If the author had such a set 
purpose, even if taken only in Zeller’s sense, he would have gone to work 
with an inconsistency“that is incomprehensible (not in keeping with that 
purpose, as Zeller thinks) ; and we should, in fact, be compelled to support 
the hypothesis by the further assumption that the original work had con- 
tained neither the preliminary history nor a number of’ other portions,? and 
had only been brought into its present form by the agency of a later rédac- 
teur taking a middle course (Baur, Markusevang. p. 223 ff.). Baur regards 
this latter as the author of the Acts of the Apostles. See, on the other 
hand, Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 446 ff. 

The composition of the Gospel, placed by the Fathers as early as fifteen 
years after the ascension, by Thiersch, K. im apost. Zeitalt. p. 158, and by 
various others as early as the time of Paul’s imprisonment in Caesarea, is 
usually (and still by Ebrard and Guericke) referred to the time soon after 
the apostle’s two years’ sojourn in Rome, which is narrated at the conclusion 
of the Acts of the Apostles. But as this conclusion is not available for any 
such definition of time (see Introd. to the Acts of the Apostles, § 3), and as, 
in fact, Luke xxi. 24 f. (compared with Matt. xxiv. 29) already presupposes 
the destruction of Jerusalem [see Note IIL., p. 226 seq.], and places between 
this catastrophe and the Parousia a period of indefinite duration (aypu¢ rAnpo- 
Voor kapoi é9vdv), Luke must have written within these capo é9vdv, and so 
not till after the destruction of Jerusalem, as is rightly assumed by Credner, 
de Wette, Bleek, Zeller, Reuss, Lekebusch (Composit. d. Apostelgesch. 
p. 413 ff.) ; Kostlin, p. 286 ff. ; Giider in Herzog’s Hncykl. ; Tobler, Hvan- 
gelienfr., Ziirich 1858, p. 29. See especially, Ewald, JaArbd. II. p. 142 f. ; 
Holtzmann, p. 404 ff. With this also agrees the reflection, which so often 
presents itself in the Gospel, of the oppressed and sorrowful condition of 
the Christians, as it must have been at the time of the composition. Comp. 
on vi. 20 ff. Still xxi. 32 forbids us to assign too late a date,—as Baur, 
Zeller (110-130 after Christ), Hilgenfeld (100-110) do, extending the dura- 
tion of the yeved to a Roman seculuwm (in spite of ix. 27),—even although no 
criterion is to be derived from Acts viii, 26 for a more precise definition of 
the date of the Book of Acts, and so far also of the Gospel (Hug: during 
the Jewish war ; Lekebusch: soon after it). Jobn wrote still later than 
Luke, and thus there remains for the latter as the time of composition the 
decade 70-80, beyond which there is no going either forward or backward. 
[See Note III., p. 226 seq.] The testimony of Irenaeus, iii. 1, that Luke wrote 
after the death of Peter and Paul, may be reconciled approximately with 
this, but resists every later date,—and the more, the later itis. The Prot- 
evangelium Jacobi, which contains historical references to Matthew and Luke 
(Tischendorf : ‘‘ Wann wurden unsere Hvangelien verfasst ?” 1865, p. 30 ff.), 
fails to give any more exact limitation of time, as the date of its own compo- 
sition cannot be fixed with certainty. Whether in its present form it was 


1 See especially, Weiss in the Stud. uw. 22, xii. 6 f., xiii. 1-5, xvi. 17, xix. 18-46, xxi. 
Krit. 1861, p. 708 ff.; Holtzmann, p. 389 ff. 18, also probably xi. 30-32, 49-51, xiii. 28-35, 
2 According to Baur, iv. 16-30, y. 39, x. and perhaps xxii. 30. 
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used by Justin in particular, is very questionable. Still more doubtful is 
the position of the Acta Pilati. In the Epistle of Barnabas 19, the parallel 
with Luke vi. 30 is not genuine (according to the Sinaitic). 

Where the Gospel was written is utterly unknown ; the statements of 
tradition vary (Jerome, praef. in Matth.: ‘‘in Achaiae Boeotiaeque partibus,” 
‘(in the regions of Achaia and Boeotia ;” the Syriac : in Alezandria magna, 
comp. Grabe, Spicileg. patr. I. p. 82 f.) ; and conjectures pointing to Cae- 
sarea (Michaelis, Kuinoel, Schott, Thiersch, and others), Rome (Hug, Ewald, 
Zeller, Lekebusch, Holtzmann, and others), Achaia and Macedonia (Hilgen- 
feld in his Zeitschr. 1858, p. 594 ; 1851, p. 179), and Asia Minor (K6stlin), 
are not capable of proof. 


§ 4.—GENUINENESS AND INTEGRITY. 


The author does not name himself ; but the unanimous tradition of the 
ancient church, which in this express statement reaches as far back as Ire- 
naeus (Haer. iii. 1, i. 27. 2, iii. 14. 8 f., iii. 10. 1), designates Luke as the 
author (see also the Syriac and the Canon of Muratori) ; in opposition to 
which there does not arise from the book itself any difficulty making it nec- 
essary to abide merely by the general view of a Pauline Gentile-Christian 
(but not Luke) as the author, as Hilgenfeld does on account of its alleged 
late composition. Papias, in Eusebius, iii. 39, does not mention Luke, 
which, however, cannot matter much, since it is after all only a fragment 
which has been preserved to us from the book of Papias. Moreover, the 
circumstance that Marcion appropriated to himself this very Gospel, presup- 
poses that he regarded it as the work of a disciple of the Apostle Paul ; 
indeed, the disciples of Marcion, according to Tertullian, c. Mare. iv. 5, at- 
tributed it directly to Paul himself, as also the Saxon Anonymus preposter- 
ously enough has again done. The unanimous tradition of the church is 
treated with contempt by the precarious assertion, that the authorship of 
Luke was only inferred from the narrative of travel in the Book of Acts at 
a time when there was a desire to possess among the Gospels of the church 
also a Pauline one (Kostlin, p. 291). That our Gospel—which, we may add, 
was made use of by Justin,’ and in the Clementine Homilies *—is not as 
yet quoted in the Apostolic Fathers (not even in the Epistle of Barnabas), 
is sufficiently to be explained on the general ground of their preference for 
oral tradition,* and by the further circumstance, that this Gospel in the first 
instance was only a private document. 


Remarx.—That the person who, in the narrative of travel in the Book of 
Acts, speaks in the first person (we) is neither Timothy nor Silas, see Introd. to 
Acts, § 1. 


1 See Semisch, Denkw. Justins, p. 142 ff.; particular that of Luke. 


Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 26 ff. Comp. also 2See Uhlhorn, Hormil. w. Recognit. des 
Credner, Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 45. He, never- Clemens, p. 120 ff.; Zeller, p. 53 ff. 
theless, in this, his last work, calls in ques- 3 See Gieseler, Hnisteh. d. schrifil. Hvange- 


tion Justin’s direct wse of our Gospels, and lien, p. 149 ff. 
only concedes that he knew them, and in 
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The integrity of the work has, no doubt, been impugned, as far as the 
genuineness of i. 5 ff. and ch. ii. has been called in question ; but see the 
critical remarks on ch. ii. 


Norrs py AmEricAN Eprror. 


I. Origin of the Gospel. 


The problem of the origin of the Synoptic Gospels again confronts us (see 
Mark, Note I., p. 10). 

Here, again, we note the different position taken by Weiss. He holds, and has 
in his Markusevangelium set forth his detailed proof, ‘‘that, aside from the pre- 
liminary history (chaps. i., il.) and the conclusion (from chap. xxiv. 9 on), with 
the exception of two interjected passages (chap. vi. 20—viii. 3, and ix. 51-xviii. 
14) the entire Gospel, in arrangement and mode of statement, shows a literary . 
dependence upon Mark’’ (Weiss ed. Mey., p. 237). At the same time, he insists 
most strongly (against Meyer) that Luke did not make use of Matthew, but of 
“the older apostole source,’’ which contained much historical matter. He 
thinks (and in his work on Matthew has attempted to prove) that in the two in- 
terjected passages (see above) Luke used the material of this ‘‘older source,”’ 
mainly in its original order, and often in its original form. Into his narrative, 
which borrowed its outline from Mark, he inserted these passages. (The same 
author calls attention, more particularly than Meyer does, to the Hebraizing dic- 
tion of the opening chapters, which, with most recent critics, he attributes 
to the use of a written document.) 

In regard to this hypothesis, it may be remarked that the matter in Luke 

. which Weiss so naively excepts is equal in extent to the entire Gospel of Mark ; 
that in the portion which he thinks shows dependence upon Mark there are 
more correspondences, in words, in verses, and in sections, with Matthew than 
with Mark, while the order is by no means identical with that of the latter. 
Hence the dependence on Mark has less support from internal phenomena than 
that on Matthew. The dependence of the Synoptists, in various ways, upon a 
common document containing narrative portions (as Weiss holds) seems still 
more decidedly against the facts. 

. Mr. Norton (Genuineness of the Gospels) estimates that Luke has in but 
one-tenth part of his Gospel any agreement of expression with the other 
Evangelists ; ‘‘and but an inconsiderable portion of it appears in the nar- 
rative, in which there are few instances of its existence for more than half a 
dozen words together. In the narrative it may be computed as less than 
a twentieth part.” The greater resemblance in the portions containing dis- 
course is quite readily accounted for by the theory of oral tradition. But the 
divergence in the narrative portions would prove that Iuke’s literary habit was 
that of an ‘‘adapter,” altering his phraseology to give an appearance of orig- 
inality. There must remain, in connection with all such theories of literary 
dependence, a suspicion of literary dishonesty. 

Singularly enough, while Luke contains twice as much matter (counting by 
topics or sections) peculiar to himself as Matthew, or, in fact, as both Matthew 
and Mark, recent critics most generally assert his dependence on one or both of 
the two others. 


15 
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Moreover, against such dependence in the case of Luke may he urged his own 
language (chap. i. 1), which seems to exclude his use and knowledge of works 
such as our canonical Gospels (see Notes IV., VII., pp. 256, 257). Thelate date 
which Meyer assigns to the composition of the Gospel would favor such a 
knowledge, but that date cannot be allowed, resting as it does on the assump- 
tion that Luke tampered with our Lord’s language respecting the destruction of 
Jerusalem (see Note II, below). 


\ 


Il. The Relation of Luke to Paul. 


Meyer places the date of the Gospel between a.p. 70 and 80. But this was 
not ‘‘long after the apostle’s death.’’ If, as seems more probable (see Note 
III, below), Luke wrote both books shortly after the close of Paul’s (first) im- 
prisonment at Rome (Acts xxviii. 30), the connection with the apostle is made 
quite immediate. But in any case the two “treatises” stand together. In the 
gecond Luke details the labors of Paul, modestly indicating his own relations 
with that apostle : how can we do otherwise than infer the existence of Paul’s 
influence in this first literary work? He does not appeal to it, since there was 
no necessity for doing so ; his relation to the apostle to the Gentiles must have 
been known to Theophilus. It is worth while to note the exceeding accuracy 
with which some critics show Luke’s dependence on unknown documents, and 
deny or ignore the influence of that magnificent human teacher, with whom 
we kuow he lived in relations of the greatest intimacy. 


WI. Date of Composition. 


If the date of composition be placed after the destruction of Jerusalem, be- 
cause of the reference in chap. xxiy. 24, then the author is necessarily regarded 
as manipulating the words of Jesus, his Master. Meyer’s view implies something 
more than a divergence of tradition ; it implies that Luke, finding the Lord’s 
prophecy, as it appeared in the Logia collection, was not fulfilled, deliberately 
put in a saving clause about ‘the times of the Gentiles.” This fuller and 
fairer statement will virtually dispose of the argument with those who give 
Luke credit for common honesty. 

There is no valid reason against the usual date, namely, during the two 
years’ sojourn of Paul at Rome (Acts xxviii. 30). The positive argument 
in favor of it is thus stated by Godet (Luke, p. 545 Am. ed.): «If, on 
the one hand, the mention of the term of two years in the last verses of 
the Acts clearly assumes that a new phase in Paul's life had begun after 
his captivity, on the other hand the complete silence of the author as to 
the end of the apostle’s career proves that this phase had not yet termi- 
nated. The Acts must therefore have been written in the interval between the 
end of Paul’s first captivity at Rome (in the spring of the year 64) and his mar- 
tyrdom (about 67). The Gospel must have been composed a short time before.” 
Schaff thinks the Gospel was composed either at Caesarea or Rome, but not 
published till after the death of Paul: he thus accounts for the statement of 
Irenaeus. 

A number of arguments have been adduced in favor of a later date (see E. A. 
Abbott, Eneycl. Brit.), but they do not prove the position taken. In fact, the 
Gospel, on the face of it, shows that it was not written after the destruction of 
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Jerusalem. Moreover, the relation of its phenomena to those in the other Syn- 
optics points to a date nearly synchronous with that of the composition of the 
other two, and these must have been penned before the destruction of Jerusalem. 

The notice of Jerome as to the place of composition (Achaia and Boeotia) 
would agree with a date immediately after the first imprisonment of Paul, 
and with the somewhat uncertain hints of the movements of the apostle in the 
subsequent years of his life. So Godet, who formerly named Corinth as the 
place of composition, but now more generally ‘‘ Achaia.” 

On the bearing of chap. i. 1-4 upon the questions of origin and date, see 
Notes IV., VII., pp. 256, 257. 
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? \ ~ 
Evayyéhwv uata Aovuay. 


BF & have only card Aovedy, Others: 70 kata Aovkdy Gytov ebayy. Others : 
ék tov kata A. Others: é« Tod kK. A. (dyiov) evayyediov. See on Matthew. 


CEA iy: 


Ver. 5. 7 yur) avtov] B C* D L X &, min. codd. It. Jer. Aug. Beda have yuv7 
ait. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepla is 
an exegetical alteration—which also holds true of the order of the words at 
ver. 10 in Elz. rod Aaovd jv, instead of which jv Tov Aaod is preponderatingly at- 
tested. —[Ver. 6. épdrcov] Tisch., recent editors, R. V., accept évavriov, follow- 
ing SBC. The latter is unusual in Luke.]— Ver. 14. Instead of yevéoer, Elz. 
has yevvyjoet, in opposition to decisive evidence. From yevvjoe, ver. 13. 

Jomp. on Matt. i. 18. — Ver. 20. rAnpwbyoovtar] D, Or. have rAnofjoovra. If 
it were more strongly attested, 1t would have to be adopted (comp. on xxi. 22). 
[ Ver, 26. Tisch. and recent editors read a76, following 8 B L, instead of ié.] 
—Ver. 27. The form éwvyorevu. (Lachm, Tisch.), instead of the reduplicated 
weuvnotevu., has in this place, and still more at ii. 5, such important codd, in 
its favor, that it is to be preferred, and peuryotevy. must be attributed to the 
transcribers (Deut. xxii. 23, xx. 7). — Ver. 28. 6 dyyedoc] is wanting in B L, min. 
Copt. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch.; the more rightly, that in F A 
8, 69, Syr. Arm. Brix. Rd. Corb. it is placed after ai77v, and was more easily 
supplied than omitted. — ebsoynuévn od év yuv.] is wantingin BL &, min. Copt. 
Sahid. Arm. Syr. hier. Damase. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An 
addition from ver. 42, whence, also, in some witnesses there has been added, 
Kal evAoynuévoc 6 KapTo¢ THE KotAtac cov. [Treg. brackets, Weiss rejects, W. and 
Hort mark as a Western addition, R. V. inserts in marg. only.]— Ver. 29. Elz. 
Scholz, Lachm, have 7 08 iovca dierapayOy éexitw Adyw abtov. Griesb. and 
Tisch. have 7 dé én? TO Adyw SuerapaxOn. So B D L X 8&8, min. Arm. Cant. 
Damasec. (D: érapdy$n). This reading is to be preferred. From AK the 
transcriber passed immediately to AlErapay67 (hence, also, in D, the mere sim- 
ple form), by which means éz? T® Adyw dropped out, and this is still wanting in 
C* min. The bare 7 dé dterapixOn was then glossed by idovoa (comp. ver. 12) 
(another gloss was : cum audisset, Vulg. al.), which, being adopted before dtetap., 
was the cause of émi To Ady being placed after dierap. when it was restored (in 
which case, for the most part, adrod was inserted also). — Ver. 35, After yevvoy. 
CO, min. and many vss. and Fathers (see especially, Athanasius), as also Valen- 
tinus in the Philos., have é« cot (yet with the variations de fe and in te), and 
this Lachmann has adopted in brackets. A more precisely defining, and withal 
doctrinally suggested addition (comp. Matt. i. 16; Gal. iv. 4). — Ver. 36. The 
form ovyyevic is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., following A C*** D EK 
GHLAS, min. ovyyerij¢ is a correction. — Instead of yyper, Elz. has yypa, in 
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opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 37. rapa 7 Ged] Tisch. has rapa rod 
Oe0v, following B DL &; the dative suggested itself as being closer to the pre- 
vailing conception (Gen. xviii. 14),— Ver. 41. The verbal order : rv doracpiv 
Ti¢ Map. 7 "Edo. (Lachm. Tisch.), is attested with sufficient weight to induce 
us to recognize 7 ’E/vo. tr. aor. t. Map. (Elz.) as a transposition. —[Ver. 42. 
Tisch. and recent editors have xpavyg, instead of dwr7 ; so B L, Origen. ] — Ver. 
44. Following BC D* FL 8, Vulg. It. Or., the verbal order of the Recepta év 
ayaan. 76 Bpégog is to be maintained (Griesb. Scholz have ro fped. év ayaAA.). — 
Ver. 49. reyadcia] Lachm. Tisch. read peydaa, in accordance with B D* L & 130. 
So also probably Vulg. It., magna (not magnalia, as at Acts ii. 11). To be pre- 
ferred, since peyadeia might easily have been introduced as a more exact defini- 
tion by a recollection of Ps. Ixxi. 19. — Ver. 50. sic yevede yevedv] Very many 
variations. among which ei¢ yevedc kai yevedc (Tisch.) is the best attested, by B 
C* L Syr. Copt. codd. It. Vulg. ms. Aug. [so recent editors, R. V.] ; next to 
this, but far more feebly, ei¢ yevedv kal yevedav (commended by Griesb.). The 
former is to be preferred ; the Recepta, although strongly attested, arose out of 
the current expression in saecula saeculorum. — Ver. 55. The Codd. are divided 
between ei¢ rov aidva (Elz. Lachm. Tisch.) and éw¢ aidvoc (Griesb. Scholz). The 
former has the stronger attestation, but is the expression so current in the N. T. 
that éwe¢, etc., which does not occur elsewhere in the N. T., but is in keeping 
with the usage of the LXX. after 7. orépu. adtod (Gen. xiii. 15, etc.), here de- 
serves the preference. [Recent editors, R. V., agree with Tisch., following 8 AB 
D and most authorities. ] — Ver. 59. éydéy juépa] BC DL &, min. have juépa rH 
6ydén. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Preponderantly 
attested, and therefore to be preferred. — Ver. 61. év 77 svyyeveia cov] Lachm. 
and Tisch. read é« ri#¢ ovyyeveiac oov, following A B C* L A A &, min. Copt. 
Chron, Pasch. The latter is to be preferred, in place of which the former more 
readily occurred to the pen of the copyists. — Ver. 62. aizrév] BD F G 8, min. 
Jhave aizo. So Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; the reference to 76 wacdiov, ver. 
59, was left unnoticed, and the masculine was mechanically put in catd ovveou. 
— Ver. 66. kai yeip] Lachm. Tisch. have «ai yap yeip, following B C* D L 8, 
Jopt, Aeth. Vulg. It, Goth. Approved by Rinck also, who, however, rejects jv 
on too slight evidence. yap is the rather to be adopted, because of the facility 
with which it may have dropt out on occasion of the similarly sounding ye/p 
which follows, and of the difficulty with which another connective particle was 
inserted after the already connecting xa:.—- Ver. 70. Tov dy. rév] the second 
vov, deleted by Tisch., is wanting in B L A &, min. Or. Eus. [Rejected by re- 
cent editors, R. V.] An omission by a clerical error. — Ver. 75. After 7uépac 
Elz. has rij¢ Gwe, in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 76. kai od] Tisch. 
has xa? od dé (so also Scholz, following Bornem. in Rosenm. [epert. I. p. 259), 
on very considerable evidence ; xaJ . . . dé was often mutilated by copyists 
lacking discernment. — Ver. 78. éxeoxéparo] so Tisch., and most uncials, but &* 
B L have -era: ; so W. and Hort, Weiss., R. V. text. ] 


Ver. 1.1 "Execdfrep] Quoniam quidem, since indeed, not found elsewhere in 


1 According to Baur and others, this pre- truth in concreto. Ewald aptly observes, 
face, vy. 1-4, was only added by the last Jahrb. II. p. 182 f., of this preamble, that in 
hand that manipulated our Gospel, after its homely simplicity, modesty, and brevity, 
the middle of the second century. Thus, it may be called the model of a preface to 
the Gospel would bear on the face of it un- _an historical work. See ov the prologue, 
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the N. T., nor inthe LXX., or the Apocrypha ; frequent in classical writers, 
see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 842 f. Observe that érevd4 denotes the fact, 
assumed as known, in such a way ‘‘ ut quae inde evenerint et secuta sint, 
nune adhuc durent,” ‘‘ that what things have thence resulted and followed 
still endure until now,” Ellendt, Lev. Soph. I. p. 640. —roAdoi] Christian 
writers, whose works for the most part are not preserved.’ The apocryphal 
Gospels still extant are of a later date ; Mark, however, isin any case meant 
to be included. The Gospel of Matthew too, in its present form which was 
then already in existence, cannot have remained unknown to Luke ; and in 
using the word zoAAoi he must have thought of it with others (see Introd. 
§ 2), although not as an apostolic writing, because the roAioi are distinct 
from the eye-witnesses, ver. 2. The apostolic collection of Logia was no diq- 
ynow wept Tov x.T.A., and its author, as an apostle, belonged not to the roa- 
2oi, but to the aw apyfc aiténta. But the Gospel to the Hebrews, if and so 
far as it had then already assumed shape, belonged to the attempts of the 
rosdol. [See Note IV., p. 256.] — éxeyeipnoay] have undertaken, said under a 
sense of the loftiness and difficulty of the task, Acts xix. 13. In the N. T. 
only used in Luke ; frequently in the classical writers.2 Neither in the 
word in itself, nor by comparing it with what Luke, ver. 3, says of his own 
work, is there to be found, with Késtlin, Ebrard, Lekebusch, and older 
writers, any indication of insufficiency in those endeavors in general, which 
Origen,* Ambrosius, Theophylact, Calovius, and various others even referred 
to their contrast with the inspired Gospels. But for his special purpose he 
judged none of those preliminary works as sufficient. — dujynow] a narrative.* 
Observe the singular. Of the roAioi each one attempted a narrative rep? trav 
x.7.4., thus comprising the evangelic whole. Loose leaves or detached 
essays (ibrard) Luke does not mention. — avardzac¥ar] to set wp according to 
order.® Neither dujyyc. nor évarécc. occurs elsewhere in the N. T. — rep? rv 
meTAnpobop. év juiv mpayn.| of the facts that have attained to full conviction 
among us (Christians). [See Note V., p. 257.]  Anpodopeiv, to bring to full 
conviction, may be associated also with an accusative of the thing, which is 
brought to full acknowledgment (2 Tim. iv. 5) ; hence in a passive sense : 
TAnpobopetral Tt, Something attains to full belief (2 Tim. iv. 17), it ishrought 
to full conviction (rAnpopopia ristewe, Heb. x. 22) among others. So here 


Holtzmann, p. 243 ff. Aberle in the Zvi. hostility to Christianity (Aberle in the theol. 
Quartalschr. 1863, 1, p. 84 ff., in a peculiar Quart. 1855, p. 173 ff.). 

but untenable way makes use of this pro- 2 Comp. also Ulpian, p. 159 (in Valcke- 
logue asproof for the allegation that our naer): émecdijrep wept TOVTOV TOAAOL ETEXELpHoaV 
Gospel was occasioned by the accusation * amodoyjoacGae. 

of Paul (and of the whole Christian body) 3 In Jerome: ‘‘ Matthaeus quippe et Mar- 
in Rome ; holding that the prologue must cus et Johannes et Lucas non sunt conati 
therefore have been composed with the sceribere, sed scripserunt,” ‘‘Matthew in- 
intention of its being interpreted in more deed and Mark and Johnand Luke have 
senses than one. See, onthe otherhand,Hil- not wndertaken to write, but have written.” 
genfeld in his Zeitschr. 1864, p. 443 ff. The Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus. 


ea 


whole hypothesis falls to the ground at once 4 See especially, Plato, Rep. ili. p. 892D; 
before the fact that Luke did not write till” Arist. ?het. iii. 16: 2 Mace. ii. 82. 
after the destruction of Jerusalem. 5 Plut. Moral. p. 968 C, evtpemicac Par, Hesy- 


1 There is not the remotest ground for chius, 
thinking of non-Christian books written in 


. 
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(it is otherwise where rAnpodopeioba: is said of a person, as Rom. iv. 21, xiv. 
5; Col. iv. 125 Ignat. ad Magnes. viii. 10 ;, Eccles. viii. 11 ; Phot. Bidi. 
p- 41, 29). Rightly so taken by the Fathers (Theophylact : ob yap dxAdc xara 
Wiad rapddoow eiot Ta Tov Xpictod, a7 év aAnSeia Kat miorec BeBaia Kad uerd 
done TAnpodopiac, ‘‘ For the things of Christ are not simply according to 
mere tradition, but in truth and steadfast faith and with all full assurance”), 
Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Valckenaer, and many others, including 
Olshausen and Ewald. The explanation : ‘‘ quae in nobis completae sunt” 
(Vulgate), which have fully happened, run their course among us (Luther, 
Hammond, Paulus, de Wette, Ebrard, Késtlin, Bleck, and others), is 
opposed to usage, as xAypodopeiv is never, even in 2 Tim. iv. 5, equivalent to 
mAnpovv, and therefore it cannot be conceived as applying, either, with 
Schneckenburger (comp. Lekebusch, p. 30), to the fulfilment of Gods counsel 
and promise through the life of the Messiah, which besides would be entirely 
imported ; or, with Baur, to the idea of Christianity realized as regards its 
full contents, under which the Pauline Christianity was essentially included. 

Ver. 2. Kadac]| neither guatenus, ‘ since,” nor belonging to rex2npod. (in op- 
position, as respects both, to Kuinoel, as respects the latter also to Olshausen), 
but introducing the How, the modal definition of avarde. dujynow. — rapédocav] 
have delivered. It is equally erroneous to refer this merely to written,’ or 
merely to oral communication, although in the historical circumstances the 
latter was by far the preponderating.? Holtzmann appropriately remarks : 
“The subjects of rapédocay and the roAdvi are not distinguished from one 
another as respects the categories of the oral and written, but as respects 
those of primary and secondary authority.” For the roAAot, as for Luke him- 
self, who associates himself with them by xayo/, the rapddoorc of the avrérra 
was the proper source, in accordance with which therefore he must have criti- 
cally sifted the attempts of those zo/o/, so far as he knew them (ver. 3). — az’ 
apyqc| namely, of those rpayudrwr. But it isnot the time of the birth of Jesus 
that is meant (so most commentators, including Kuinoel and Olshausen), 
but that of the entrance of Jesus on His ministry (Euthymius Zigabenus, 
de Wette) ; comp. John xv. 27; Acts i. 21 f., which explanation is not 
‘¢ audacious” (Olshausen), but necessary, because the airénra: nat brnpérac 
tov Adyov are the same persons, and therefore under the airérra: there are not 
to be understood, in addition to the first disciples, Mary also and other 
members of the family. az’ apy7c therefore is not to be taken absolutely, but 
relatively. — innpérar tov Adyov| ministri evangelii (the doctrine kar’ éfoyxgy, 
Acts viii. 7, xiv. 25, xvi. 6, xvii. 11). These were the Twelve and other 
pabnrai of Christ (as according to Luke also the Seventy), who were in the 
service of the gospel for the purpose of announcing it. Comp. ii. 7; Acts 
vi. 4; Col. i. 23; Acts xxvi. 16; 1 Cor.iv. 1. Others (Erasmus, Castalio, 
Beza, Grotius, Maldonatus, a/., including Kuinoel) take rod Aéyovin the sense 
of the matter concerned, of the contents of the history spoken of (see on Acts 


1 Konigsm. de fontibus, etc., in Pott’s Syl- of the ab7émrar we know with certainty only 
loge, IIT. p. 231; Hug. the Ady.a of Matthew according to Papias. 


2 Of the wrilten materials of this tapadoars 
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viii. 21); but it would be just as inappropriate to imypéras asit would be quite 
superfluous, since rod Aéyou must by no means be attached to airérra: also. 
Finally, it isa mistake to refer it to Christ in accordance with John i. 1.? 
It is only John that names Christ 6 2é6yoc. —Theophylact, moreover, aptly 
observes : é« roprov, ‘from this” (namely, from xa9o¢ rapédocav jyiv K.T.A.) 
Syhov, bre obk qv d AovKac an’ apyie padytic, aAW Lotepdxpovoc’ dAdot yap Hoay ot 
. ol nad rapédooav ate x.7.4., ‘it is evident Luke 
was not.a disciple from the beginning, but of a later time ; for those who 
were made disciples from the beginning were others . . . who also delivered 
to him,” ete. By juiv the writer places himsclf in the second generation ; 
the first were the immediate disciples of Christ, oi ax apyqe aiténta Kal brn- 
This ixypéra, however, is not chosen for the sake of placing the 
Twelve on an equality with Paul (Acts xxvi. 16). As though the word 
were so characteristic for Paul in particular! Comp. John xviii. 36; 
G@onsivenl. 

Ver. 3. Apodosis, which did not begin already in ver. 2. — &o&e xapot] in 
itself neither excludes nor includes inspiration. Vss. add to it: e¢ Spiritui 
sancto. By the use of xauoi Luke places himself in the same category with 
the xo/20/, in so far as he, too, had not been an eye-witness ; ‘‘sic tamen ut 
etiamnum aliquid ad acgddevav ac firmitudinem Theophilo conferat,” ‘fin such 
a way, however, that he bestows on Theophilus something toward dogaAevay 
and solidity,” Bengel. — rapyxodowd.| after having from the outset followed 
everything with accuracy. TVlapaxod., of the mental tracing, investigating, 
whereby one arrives at a knowledge of the matter. See the examples in 
Valckenacr, Schol. p. 12; Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 344 f. Comp., more- 
over, Thucyd. i. 22. 2: é00v duvarov akpiBela rept Exdorov éerecredS dv. — racw | 
namely, those mpdayuacr, not masculine (Syr.). — dvud_er] not: radicitus, fun- 
damentally (Grotius), which is comprised in d«piZ., but : from the first, sce 
on John iii. 8. From the beginning of the history it is seen that in his in- 
vestigation he started from the birth of the Baptist, in doing which, doubt- 
less, he could not but still lack the authentic tradition of ver. 2. Never- 
theless the consciousness of an advantage over those zoA/oi expresses itself 
in rapyk. avoter. — cadeEnc] in orderly sequence, not out of the order of time, 
in which they occurred one after the other.? Only Luke has the word in the 
N. T. (viii. 1 ; Acts iti. 24, xi. 4, xvii. 23); it occurs also in Aelian, Plu- 
tarch, et al., but the older classical writers have éde&jc. — xpdriate Oedgure | 
See Introd. § 3. That in Acts i. 1 he is addressed merely 6 Oed@Ae, proves 
nothing against the titular use of xpdriore. See on the latter, Grotius. 

Ver. 4. "Iva émiyvic] ut accurate cognosceres, ‘‘ that thou mightest accu- 


an apync padytevvévtec . . 


pera. 


1 So Origen, Athanasius, Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, Valla, Calovius, and others, includ- 
ing Stein (onunentar, Halle 1830). 

2 In the case of this xabeéjs the Harmon- 
ists of course make the reservation, that it 
will be ‘*‘ conditioned at one time more by 
a chronological interest, at another time 
more by that of the subject-matter,” Lich- 
tenstein, p. 73. Thus they keep their hand 


free to lay hold now of the one, now of the 
other, just as it is held to suit. The asser- 
tion, often repeated, in favor of the vio- 
lences of harmonizers, that in Luke the ar- 
rangement by subject-matter even predom- 
inates (Ebrard, Lichtenstein), is absolutely 
incompatible with that xa@eéjs. [See Note 
Vil, Daeotd 
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rately know,” see on Matt. xi. 27 ; 1 Cor. xiii. 12. — rept dv xarnyh One Adyor'] 
The attraction is not, with the Vulgate and the majority of commentators, 
to be resolved into : rév Adywr, repi dv Katny#Sne, as the contents of the in- 
struction is put with catnyeioda: in the accusative (Acts xviii. 25 ; Gal. vi. 
6), and only the more remote object to which the instruction relates is ex- 
pressed by wepi (Acts xxi. 21, 24), but into: rep? tOv Adyor, obec KatnyhOnc: 
that thou mightest know in respect of the doctrines, in which thou wast in- 
structed, the unshaken certainty. Comp. Kostlin, p. 182, and Ewald. The 
Aéyot are not the rpdyyara, res, ‘‘ matters” (comp. ver. 2), as is usually 
supposed ; but it is just the specifically Christian doctrines, the individual 
parts of the Adyoc, ver. 2 (Ov Adyav tio rictewc, ‘‘ doctrines of the faith,” 
Euthymius Zigabenus), that stand in the most essential connection with the 
history of Jesus and from it receive their dog¢/eva ; in fact, they are in great 
part themselves essentially history. — cary y797¢ is to be understood of actual 
instruction (in Acts xxi. 21 also), not of hearsay, of which, moreover, the 
passages in Kypke are not to be explained. Who had instructed Theophi- 
lus—who, moreover, was assuredly already a Christian (not merely inter- 
ested on behalf of Christianity, as Bleek supposes)—we know not, but certain- 
ly it was not Luke himself (in opposition to Theophylact). —rjv acddrear] 
the unchangeable certainty, the character not to be shaken. Comp. rj dodd- 
decav elvar Adyov, Xen. Mem. iv. 6. 15. The position at the end is emphatic. 
According to Luke, therefore, by this historical work, which he purposes to 
write, the doctrines which Theophilus had received are to be set forth for 
him in their immovable positive truth; according to Baur, on the other hand, 
the ao@daeca which the writer had in view was to be this, that his entire rep- 
resentation of primitive Christianity sought to become conducive to the con- 
cilatory interest (of the second century), and always kept this object in view. 
This is purely imported. Luke wrote from the dispassionate consciousness 
that Christianity, as it subsisted for him as the Pauline contents of faith, 
had its firm basis of truth in the evangelical history of salvation. [See Note 
WAU Joh aed 

Ver. 5. The periodic and Greek style of the preface gives place now to 
the simple Hebraizing mode of presentation in the preliminary history,—a 
circumstance explained by the nature of its Jewish-Christian sources, which 
withal were not made use of without being subjected to manipulation, since 
Luke’s peculiarities in expression pervade even this preliminary history. 
How far, however, the lofty, at times truly lyrical beauty and art of the 
descriptions are to be reckoned due to the sources themselves or to Luke as 
working them up, cannot be decided. [See Note VIII., p. 258.]— Observe, 
moreover, how the evangelical tradition gradually pushes back its begin- 
nings from the emergence of the Baptist (Mark) to the yéveow of Jesus (Mat- 
thew), and even to the conception of His forerunner (Luke). — éyévero] exti- 
tit, emerged in history. Comp. on Mark i. 4. — iepeic tic] therefore not high 
priest. — On the twenty-four classes of priests capone, in the LXX., éonuepia, 
also diatpeoic, in Josephus also édyuepic), which, since the time of Solomon, 
had the temple-service for a week in turn, see Ewald, Alterth. p. 815 ; Keil, 
Archdol. I. p. 188 f. —Afi4] 1 Chron. xxiv. 10. From this successor of 
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Eleazar the eighth ééyuepia had its name. — The chronological employment of 
this notice for the ascertaining of the date of the birth of Jesus would re- 
quire that the historical character of the narratives, given at ver. 5 ff., ver. 
26 ff., should be taken for granted ; moreover, it would be necessary with- 
al that the year and (as every class came in its turn twice in the year) the 
approximate time of the year of the birth of Jesus should already be other- 
wise ascertained. Then, in the computation we should have to reckon, not, 
with Scaliger (de emendat. tempor.), forward from the re-institution of the 
temple-service by Judas Maccabacus, 1 Macc. iv. 88 ff., because it is not 
known which class at that time began the service,! but, with Salomon van‘ 
Til, Bengel, and Wieseler, backward from the destruction of the temple, 
because as to this the date (the 9 Abib) and the officiating class of priests 
(Jehoiarib) is known. Comp. also Lichtenstein, p. 76.— «a? yuvy aire] 
(see the critical remarks) scil. jv. — é« tov Yuyar. ’Aap.] John’s descent on 
both sides was priestly. Comp. Josephus, Vit. v.1. See Wetstein. —’E”u- 
oéBer| Such was also the name of Aaron’s wife, Ex. vi. 23 (pIvroN, Deus 
juramentum). 

Ver. 6 f. Aicaioc] upright, such as they ought to be according to God’s 
will. — évémiov r. Ocov] a familiar Hebraism : 17 1109, characterizing the 
aandiAe dtxaocbvy, ‘true righteousness” (Euthymius Zigabenus), which is 
so not perchance merely according to human judgment, but before the eyes 
of God, in God’s presence, Gen. vu. 1 ; Acts viii. 21 ; Judith xiii. 20. Comp. 
Augustine, ad Marcell. ii. 18. [See critical note. ]— ropevdperor x.7.A, | & more 
precise explanation of the foregoing, likewise in quite a Hebraizing form 
(1 Kings vill. 62, a/.), wherein dicalopa is legal ordinance (LXX. Deut. iv. 1, 
Vin 2) xxx. 16):) Ps, crix. 93. 6h foseeon Romi, 382) va 16) sevnoi7n omed 
with dec. (Gen. xxvi. 5; Deut. iv. 40) isa more special idea. The distinc- 
tion that évroA# applies to the moral, dicaidua to the ceremonial precepts, is 
arbitrary (Calvin, Bengel, and others). We may add that the popular testi- 
mony to such dvcacooivy does not exclude human imperfection and sinfulness, 
and hence is not opposed to the doctrine of justification. — ayveurror| not 
equivalent to duéuztoc, but proleptic: so that they were blameless. Comp. 
1 Thess. iii. 23 ; Winer, p. 549 f. [E. T. 624 £. ].—The Attic xa9érz, here 
as at xix. 9, Acts ii. 24, Tobit i. 12, xiii. 4, corresponding to the argumen- 
tative cada : as then, according to the fact that, occurs in the N. T. only in 
Luke. — rpoBeBandrec év taic yu. | of advanced age, D123 D'S3, Gen. xviii. 11 ; 
Josh, xxiii. 1; 1 Kingsi. 1.2 Observe that «. duo. rpof. «.7.A. is no longer 
connected with kaddr1, but attached to ov« qv abr. técv. by way of further 
preparation for the marvel which follows. 

Ver. 8f. ’Hyévero . . . &Aaye| thus without interposition of «ai. Both 
modes of expression, with and without «ai, are very frequent in Luke. See 
generally, Bornemann in loc. — kara rd &¥o¢ tHe lepat.| according to the cus- 
tom of the priesthood, does not belong ‘to what precedes (Luther, -Kuinoel, 


1 See Paulus, exeg. Handd. I. p. 83; Wiese- xiii. p. 592 D), also thy HArkiav, and the like 
ler, chronol. Synopse, p. 141. (Herodian, ii. 7.7; comp. 2 Mace. iv. 40; Ju- 

2The Greeks say mpoBeBynxas TH HAckia, dith xvi. 23), see Wetstein, and Pierson, ad 
Lys. p. 169, 87, rots éreory (Machon in Athen. Moer. p. 445. 
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Bleek), to which éSo¢ would be inappropriate, but to aye tov Sumaoa ; 
the usual custom, namely, was, that the priest of the class on service for the 
week, who was to have the honorable office of burning incense, was fixed 
every day by lot, Just as in general the several offices were assigned by lot.? 
How the casting of lots took place, see Gloss. Joma, f. 22, 1, in Lightfoot, 
p. 714. — The genitive rot Svwaca (not to be accented Suvucdca*) is governed 
by “Aaxve. See Matthiae, p. 800 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 2. On the 
mode of burning incense, see Lightfoot, p. 715 ; Lund, /.c. p. 618 ff. ; Leyrer 
in Herzog’s Eneykl. XII. p. 506 ff. With this office specially divine bless- 
ing was conceived to be associated (Deut. xxxiii. 10f.) ; and during it John 
Hyrcanus received a revelation, Josephus, Antt. xiii. 10. 8. — Whether, we 
may ask, are we to understand here the morning (Grotius) or the evening 
(Kuinoel) burning of incense? The former, as the casting lots has just pre- 
ceded. — eiceASOv «.7.A.] can neither be something that follows after the 
édaxe T. Suu. (So Luther and others, de Wette and Bleek), nor can it belong 
merely to Svudoa (so Winer, p. 316 [E. T. 353], and Gléckler, following 
the Vulgate), in which case the words would be quite idle. [See Note IX., 
p- 258.] Rather must they be, in the same relation as the following kai wav 1d 
TAGSOG . . . &o TH Ope Tov Suuduatoc, an essential portion of the descrip- 
tion. It is, namely, the moment that preceded the tiaye tov Suusaoa : the 
duty of burning incense fell to him, after he had entered into the temple of 
the Lord. After his entrance into the temple he received this charge. — ei¢ 
vv vadv] not ei¢ 7d iepdv (See on Matt. iv. 5), for the altar of incense, the 
Cvotaorgptov, ver. 11, stood in the sanctuary (between the table of shewbread 
and the golden candlestick). 

Ver. 10. And now, while this burning of incense (symbol of adoration ; 
see Bahr, Symbol. I. p. 463-469 ; Leyrer, U.c. p. 510 f.) allotted to him was 
taking place in the sanctuary, the entire multitude of the-people (which ex- 
pression does not exactly presuppose a festival, as Chrysostom, Chemnitz, 
and Calovius hold) was found (7v) in the forecourts, silently praying. This 
was implied inthe arrangments for worship ; see Deyling, Odss. IIL. p. 343 f. ; 
Leyrer, lc. p. 509. — rod Suuduaroc] not: of burning incense (Srpiacic), 
but : of éncense,* namely, at which this was burnt. 

Vy. 11, 12. “Q¢87] nota vision, but a real angelic appearance, xxii. 43. — ék 
deftav] on the propitious side of the altar, at which Zacharias was serving. * 
— ayyehoc] an angel. Who it was, see ver. 19.—¢é6Boc éxérecev én’ ait. | 
Comp. Acts xix. 17; Ex. xv. 16; Judith xv. 2; Test. XZ. Patr. p. 592. 
Among the Greeks usually found with a dative, as Eur. Andr. 1042: ool 
pova éerrérecov Avra. 

Vv. 18, 14. Elonxotodn x.7.2.] By 7 déyoic cov cannot be meant the petition 
for offspring (yet so still Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, Schegg, following 


1See Tr. Tamid, vy. 2 ff.; Wetstein, and KVili. 21;\Ecelus. xlv. 6; 1 Mace. iv. 49; 2 
Paulus, exeget. Handd.; Lund, Stid. Heiligth., Mace. ii. 5; Plat. Pol. ti. p. 373 A, Legg. viii. 


ed. Wolf, p. 804 f. p. 847 C; Herod. i. 198, iv. 71, viii. 99; Soph. 
2Comp. generally, Lipsius, Gramm. Un- ORR. 4: 
ters. p. 38 ff. 4 See Schoettgen, and Wetstein, ad Mit. 


3 See ver. 11; Rev. v. 8, viii. 3,4; Wisd. xXxY. 88; Valckenaer <7 Joe. 
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Maldonatus and many others) ; for, as according to ver. 7 it is not to be as- 
sumed at all that the pious priest s¢il2 continued now to pray for children, so 
least of all can he at the burning of incense in his official capacity have 
made such a private matter the subject of his prayer ; but 7 déyot¢ cov must 
be referred to the prayer just made by him at the priestly burning of incense, 
in which also the whole of the people assembled without were associated 
(ver. 10). This prayer concerned the highest solicitude of all Israel, namely, 
the Messianic deliverance of the people (Augustine, Euthymius Zigabenus, 
Erasmus, Jansen, Calovius, Ewald, and others), é79érw 7 Baotdeia cov, ‘‘ thy 
kingdom come.” The context which follows is not opposed to this, but on 
the contrary the connection is : ‘‘Has preces angelus dicit exauditas ; jam 
enim prae foribus esse adventum Messiae, cujus anteambulo destinatus sit 
is qui Zachariae nasciturus erat filius,” ‘‘The angel says these prayers are 
heard ; for already is the advent of the Messiah before the doors, whose 
forerunner is destined to be he who shall be born to Zachariah as son,’’ Gro- 
tius. —xadrécerc «.7.2.] see on Matt. i. 21. —’'Iwdrvvye is the Hebrew nim or 
120" (God is gracious, like the German Gotthold). The LXX. have ’Iwvé 
(2 Kings xxv. 28), Iwvay (Neh. vi. 18), "Iwavdv (Neh. xii. 18 ; 2 Chron. xvii. 
15, xxiii. 1), "Iwdvye (2 Chron. xxviii. 12). — yéveorc here is birth (often so in 
the Greek writers and in the LXX.) ; Xen. Hp. 3: ddov av8purivyc apyay pév 
yéveow, Tédoc d& Savatov. 

Ver. 15. Méyac évor. 7. xvp.] A designation of a truly great man ; ‘‘talis 
enim quisque vere est, qualis est coram Deo,” ‘‘ for whoever is truly so, is so 
before God,” Estius. Comp. on ver. 6. —x«ai oivov x.7.A.| Description of a 
Vi1, (Nazarite) as those were called, who had for the service of God bound 
themselves to abstain from wine and other intoxicating drinks (Num. vi. 
8), and to let the hair of their head grow. John was a Nazarite, not fora 
certain time, but for life, like Samson (Judg. xill. 5) and Samuel (1 Sam. i. 
12).'—7d ofxepa (1DY), which does not occur in the Greek writers, is any ex- 
citing drink of the nature of wine, but not made of grapes ; Ley. x. 9 and 
frequently in the LXX. It was prepared from corn, fruit, dates, palms 
(Pliny, H. WV. xiv. 19), and so forth. Eusebius, Praep. Hvang. vi. 10, has 
the genitive cixepoc. —éri éx kovdiacg K.7.A.] érv never stands for #dy, but : of 
the Holy Spirit,* he shall be full even from his mother’s womb, so that thus already 
in his mother’s womb (see Origen) he shall be filled with the Spirit. <A 
pregnant form of embracing the two points.? Doubtless the leaping of the 
child in the mother’s womb, ver. 41, is conceived of as a manifestation of 
this being filled with the Spirit. Comp. Calovius and Maldonatus. 

Vv. 16, 17. Working of John as a preacher of repentance, who as a moral 
reformer of the people (comp. on Matt. xvii. 11) prepares the way for the 
Messianic consummation of the theocracy. — émorpéyec| for through sin they 


1 See in general, Ewald, Alterth. p. 96 ff.; pression here is to be understood not of the 
Saalschtitz, Mos. 2. p. 361 f. ; Keil, Archdol. distinctive oly Spirit, but of the holy power 
I. § 67; Vilmar in the Stud. w. Krit. 1864, of God in general. 

p. 488 ff. 3 Comp. Plutarch, consol. ad Apoll. p. 104: 

2 Tt is quite arbitrary in Olshausen to sup- étt am apxjs ynKodovenkey (haying therefore 
port the rationalistic opinion that the ex- already followed év apx7). 
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have turned themselves away from God. — kéhpiov r. Ocdv air.] not the Mes- 
siah (Euthymius Zigabenus, and many of the older commentators), but God. 
—«ai aité¢] He will turn many to God, and he himself will, etc. — xpoereb- 
cera] not : he will emerge previously (de Wette), but : he will precede (Xen. 
Cyr. vi. 3, 9), go before Him (Gen. xxiii. 3, 14 ; Judith ii. 19, xv. 13). — 
évor. avrov] can only, in accordance with the context, be referred to God 
(ver. 16), whose preceding herald he will be. The prophets, namely, look 
upon and depict the setting in of the Messianic kingdom as the entrance of 
Jehovah iz.to the midst of His people, so that thereupon God: Himsel? is rep- 
resented by the Messiah ; Isa. xl.; Mal. iii. 1, iv. 5f. Comp. Tit. ii. 13. 
In the person of the entering Messiah Jehovah Himself enters ; but the 
Mesgsiah’s own personal divine nature is not yet expressed in this ancient- 
prophetic view (in opposition to Gess. Pers. Chr. p. 47). Incorrect, because 
in opposition to this prophetic idea, is the immediate reference of airod to 
the Messiah (Heumann, Kuinoel, Valckenaer, Winer), as regar@s which 
appeal is made to the emphatic use of 81, airéc, and ipse (comp. the Pyth- 
agorean avro¢ $a), whereby a subject not named but well known to every 
one is designated (Winer, p. 132 [E, T. 146 f.]). — év rvebyare x. Suvdp. HA. | 
furnished therewith. Spirit and power (power of working) of Elijah (ac- 
cording to Mal. iii. 23 f.) is, as a matter of course, Giod’s Spirit (comp. ver. 
15) and divine power, but in the peculiar character and vital expression 
which were formerly apparent in the case of Elijah, whose antitype John is, 
not as amiracle-worker (John x. 41), but as preacher of repentance and pro- 
phetic preparer of the way of the Lord. —émorpéwa «.t.A.] according to 
Malachi, l.c. : i order to turn fathers’ hearts to children ; to be taken liter- 
ally of the restoration of the paternal love, which in the moral degradation 
of the people had in many grown cold. Comp. Ecclus. xlviii. 10 and 
Fritzsche im loc. WKuinoel incorrectly holds that zarépwr means the patri- 
archs, and that the meaning is (similar to that given by Augustine, de civit. 
D. xx. 29 ; Beza, Calovius, and others) : ‘‘ efficiet, ut posteri erga Deum eun- 
dem habeant animum pium, quem habebant eorum majores,” ‘* will effect that 
the descendants have the same pious mind toward God that their ancestors 
had.” Comp. also Hengstenberg, Christol. III. p. 674, and Bleek. The 
absence of any article ought in itself to have warned against this view !— 
Kat areibeic év dpov. T. dik.] Sc. éxtotpépar. The discourse passes over from the 
special relation to the general onc. azedei¢ is the opposite of rév ducaion, 
and therefore is not to be understood of the children (Olshausen), but of the 
immoral in general, whose characteristic is disobedience, namely, towards 
God. — év ¢povgcer] connected immediately in a pregnant way with the verb 
of direction, in which the thought of the result was predominant. See 
Kiihner, IL. p. 816. ‘‘Sensus eorum, qui justi sunt, in conversione protinus 
induitur,” ‘‘the disposition of those who are just is directly involved in 
conversion,” Bengel. ¢pdvyaic (see Arist. Hth. Nic. vi. 5. 4), practical intel- 
ligence. Comp. on Eph. i. 8. The practical element follows from azeibei¢.— 
éroupacat] to put in readiness, etc. Aim of the éiotpépae «.7.4., and so jinal 
aim of the rpoeAcboerat x.t.2. — Kopin] for God, as at vv. 16, 17. —Aadv xare- 
oxevacy. | a people adjusted, placed in the right moral state (for the setting up 
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of the Messianic kingdom), is related to éroywaca: as its result. ‘‘ Parandus 
populus, ne Dominus populum imparatum inveniens majestate sua obterat,” 
‘© A people must be prepared, lest the Lord coming upon an unprepared 
people should destroy them with His majesty,” Bengel. 

Ver. 18. Like Abraham’s question, Gen. xv. 8. — xara ri] According to 
what. Zacharias asks after a onpeiov (ii. 12), in conformity with which he 
should know that what had been promised (roiro)—in other words, the birth 
of a son, with whom the indicated destination of Elias should associate it- 
self—had really occurred. 

Vv. 19, 20. The angel now discloses to Zacharias what angel he is, by way 
of justifying the announcement of penalty which he has then to add. — 
Tappa] Osa, vir Dei, one of the seven angel-princes (0°)¥) or archangels 
(comp. Auberlen in Herzog’s Hneykl. TV. p. 6841), who stand for service at 
the throne of God (évémiov Tr. Oeov), as His poy servants,’ Dan. vill. 16, 
ix. 21. Comp. Fritzsche on Tob. xii. 15. Nonvina angelorum ascende- 
runt in manum Israelis ex Babylone,” ‘* The names of the angels went up into 
the hand of Israel from Babylon,” Ros Hassana, f. 56, 4 ; Enoch 20.3 — cw- 
rév| It is only the subsequent x. py? duvdu. AaAfoa that defines this more 
precisely as dumbness, which, however, is not apoplectic, caused by the terror 
(Paulus), nor the consequence of the agitating effect of the vision (Lange), 
which consequence he himself recognized as a punishment ; but it is a mi- 
raculous penalty. —av¥ ov] for the reason (by way of retribution) that.* 
The difficulties felt on account of the harshness of this measure (Paulus, 
Strauss, Bruno Bauer, comp. also de Wette), with which the impunity of © 
others, such as Abraham and Sarah, has been compared, are, when the 
matter is historically viewed, not to be got rid of either by the assumption 
of a greater guilt which the Omniscient recognized (Calvin, comp. Lange, 
LI. J. Wl. 1, p. 65, and even as early as Augustine), or by an appeal to the 
lesser age of Zacharias (Hoffmann), and the like ; but to be referred to the 
counsel of God (Rom. xi. 33 f.), whose various measures do not indeed dis- 
close themselves to human judgment, but at any rate admit of the reflection 
that, the nearer the dawn of the Messianic time, the more inviolably must 
the requirement of faith in the promise—and the promise was here given 
through an angel and a priest—come into prominent relief. — oirevec] quali- 

tative (Kiihner, II. p. 407), ¢ta comparati ut, wherein is implied a reference 

that justifies the penal measure. — ei¢ r. xacpdv avr. ] denotes the space of time 
appointed for the Adyov, till the completion of which it is still to hold that 
their fulfilment is setting in.® See also xiii. 9. 

Ver. 21. The priests, especially the chief priests, were accustomed, ac- 
cording to the Talmud, to spend only a short time in the sanctuary ; other- 


1 Hofmann, Schrifibew. I. p. 843 f., makes 
some unimportant objections against the ac- 
euracy of the explanation of archangels. 
See in opposition to him, Hahn, Zheol. d. 
UN ESES M501 9a soho 

2 6 mapeotynKas, comp. thereon Rey. viii. 2, 
and see Valckenaer. 

3 See later Jewish fictions in respect to 


Gabriel, set forth in Hisenmenger, enidecktes 
Judenth. I. p. 368 ff., 878 ff., 390, 874. 

4 xix. 44; Acts xii. 23; 2 Thess. ii. 10: Her- 
mann, ad Viger. p. 710; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. 
I. p. 170. 

5 Comp. the classical és Katpdv, eis ypdvor, 
els éonépay, and the like, Bernhardy, p. 216. 
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wise it was apprehended that they had been slain by God, because they 
were unworthy or had done something wrong.’ Still the unusually long 
delay of Zacharias, which could not but strike the people, is sufficient in it- 
self as a reason of their wonder. — év 76 ypovitey aitdév] not over (éxt, iv. 22, 
al.), or on accownt of (Mark vi. 6, dca), but on occasion of his failure to appear. 
So also Ecclus. xi. 21; Isa. lxi. 6. Rightly, Gersdorf, Ewald, render : 
when he, ete. 

Vv. 22, 28. ’Enéyvocar, bre oxtaciav «.t.2.] by the inference ab effectu ad 
causam ; and very naturally they recognize as the latter an appearance of 
God or an angel, since, in fact, it was in the sanctuary that the dumbness 
had come on, and the agitating impression might even cause death, Judg. 
vi. 23, al. In spite of the od« Adbvato AaAfoa, Olshausen thinks that this 
éxéyveoay does not, refer to the silence of Zacharias, but probably to the ex- 
citement in his whole appearance, which Bleek also mixes up. —airéc, he 
on his part, corresponding to that which they perceived. — 7 diaveiwr avroic| 
he was employed in making signs to them (Hcclus. xxvii. 22 ; Lucian, V. . 
44), namely, that he had seen a vision. — d¢ éxAjob. «.7.4.] namely, the 
week in which the class of Abijah (see ver. 5) had the temple service.? — eic¢ 
7. olx. avrov| ver. 39f., also ver. 56 : ei¢ 7. olxov abrifc. 

Ver. 24 f. Mera dé ratr. t. 7uép.] in which this vision had occurred, and he 
had returned at the end of the service-week to his house. Between the re- 
turn and the conception we are not to place an indefinite interval. — repié- 
KpuBev earthy] she hid herself, withdrew her own person completely (xepi, see 
Valckenaer) from the view of others. — pfvac xévre] Is of necessity to be 
understood of the jirst, not of the last five months of pregnancy (in opposition 
to Heumann). See vv. 26, 36,56, 57. —Aéyovaa’ br «.7.2.] the reason which 
was uttered by her for this withdrawal ; hence 67: is not recitative, but to 
be rendered because, as at vii. 16 : because thus hath the Lord done to me in 
the days, in which He was careful to take away my reproach among men. Her 
reflection, therefore, was to this effect : ‘‘ seeing that her pregnancy was the 
work of God, whose care, at the setting in of this state of hers, had been 
directed towards removing from her the reproach of unfruitfulness, she 
must leave to God also the announcement of her pregnancy, and not herself 
bring it about. God would know how to attain His purpose of taking away 
her reproach.” And God knew how to attain this His purpose. After she 
had kept herself concealed for five months, there occurred in the sixth 
month, ver. 26 ff., the annunciation to Mary, in which the condition of 
Elizabeth was disclosed to Mary, so that she rose up (ver. 39 ff.), ete. Hence 
the opinions are not in accordance with the text, which represent Elizabeth 
as having kept herself concealed from shame at being with child in her old 
age (Origen, Ambrose, Beda, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus), or in 
order that she might first asswre herself of her condition (Paulus), and might 
in the meantime apply herself to devotion (Kuinoel), or to afford no handle 
to curiosity (Schegg), or ‘‘quo magis appareret postea repente graviditas,” 


1 See Mieros. Joma, f. 48,2; Babyl. f. 53, 20On the verb, comp. ver. 57, il. 6, 21 f. 5 
2; Deyling, Odss. IIT. ed. 2, p. 455 f. also Gal. iv. 4; Eph. i. 10. 
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‘‘that the pregnancy might aj/terward more suddenly become apparent ” 
(Bengel), or even because it was necessary to keep herself quiet during the 
first months of pregnancy (de Wette). No ; it was because with resigna- 
tion and confidence she awaited the emerging of the divine guidance. — cic] 
without repetition of the preposition.’ — éreidev] looked to it, i.¢e., took care for 
it. So more frequently édopaw is used of the providence of the gods in the 
classical writers ; Herod. i. 124 ; Soph. #7. 170. Comp. Acts iv. 29. —7ré 
dveidéc wov| Comp. Gen. xxx. 23. Unfruitfulness was a disgrace, as being a 
token of the divine disfavor (Ps. ¢xiii. 9; Isa. iv. 1, xliv. 8; xlvii. 9; 
Hos. ix. 11); the possession of many children was an honor and blessing 
(Bsmox x vill Gxt) 
had dishonor. 

Vv. 26, 27. Té éxrw] see ver. 24. — Nafapér] According to Matthew, Beth- 
lehem was the dwelling-place of Joseph and Mary. Sce on Matt. ii. 23, Re- 
mark, and Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 51 ff. — é& oixov Aavid] applies not to 
Mary and Joseph (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Beza, 
Calovius, and others, including Wieseler in the Stud. u. Krit. 1845, p. 395), 
but merely to the latter, 11. 4, ili, 23 ff. The descent of Mary from David 
cannot at all be proved in the N. T. See on Matt. i. 17, Remark 2. Comp. 
on ver. 86,11. 4f. [See Note X., p. 258.] 

Vv. 28, 29. Hice#0év] namely, 6 ayyedoc (see the criticalremarks). Paulus 
erroneously puts it : ‘a person who came in said to her.” —xeyapitopévy] 
who has met with kindness (from God).? Well remarks Bengel: ‘‘non ut 
mater gratiae, sed ut filia gratiac,” ‘not as mother of grace, but as daugh- 
ter of grace.” See ver. 30 ; and on yapitéw in general, see Eph. i. 6. — On 
evaoy. ov év yuvaé. In the Teatus receptus (but see the critical remarks), see 
Winer, p. 220 [E. T. 246]. It would be not a vocative, like xeyapstouévn, 
but a nominative, as the added at indicates: The Lord is with thee, blessed 
(xar’ éZoyqv) art thou among women, — Ver. 29. The Recepta (but see the crit- 
ical remarks) would have to be explained : but she, when she looked upon him, 


év avdoaroc] belongs to agedeiy 3 among men she 


was terrified at his saying, so that idodoa only appears as an accessory element 
of the narrative, not as jointly a reason of her terror (in opposition to Borne- 
mann, de Wette, and others), which would rather be simply éx? 76 Ady 
airov, aS is shown by the text which follows kai dveAoyifero x.7.4. — roranéc | 
qualis, what sort of a: a question of wonder. Comp. on Mark xiii. 1 f. Tn 
accordance with its whole tenor raising her to so high distinction the grect- 
ing was to her enigmatical. 

Ver. 31. See on Matt. 1. 21. 

Ver. 382. f. Méyac] Comp. ver. 15. And what greatness belonged to this 
promised One, appears from what is said in the sequel of His future !— vide 
inpiorov KAndho.| Description of His recognition as Messiah, as whom the an- 
gel still more definitely designates Him by xa? décer «.7.2. The name Son of 


1See Bernhardy, p. 203; Bornemann, sound in the words xatpe keyaprtwuervn. 


Schol. p. 5; Ktthner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 32. Plays on words of a like kind are found 
2 Comp. the view of the Greeks, Herod. among Roman Catholics with the contrasts 
vi. 86; Miller, Dov. Il. p. 192. of ave and Hwa. 


* Observe the ingenious similarity of 
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God is not explained in a metaphysical reference until ver. 85. — rdv Spdvov 
Aav. tod Tarp. airov] 7.e., the royal throne of the Messianic kingdom, which 
is the antitypical consummation of the kingdom of David (Ps. exxxii. 11, 
cx.), as regards which, however, in the sense of the angel, which excludes 
the bodily paternity of Joseph, David can be meant as 6 rarjp abrod only ac- 
cording to the national theocratic relation of the Messiah as David’s son, just 
as the historical notion of the Messiah was once given. [See Note XL., 
p- 258.] The mode in which Luke (and Matthew) conceived of the Davidic 
descent is plain from the genealogical table of ch. iii., according to which 
the genealogy passed by way of Joseph as foster-father. — cic rove aivac| 
from Isa. ix. 6 ; Dan. vii. 13 f. The conception of an everlasting Messianic 
kingdom (according to Ps. ex. 4) is also expressed in John xii. 84 ; comp. 
the Rabbins in Bertholdt, Christol. p. 156. The “ house of Jacob” is not to 
be idealized (Olshausen, Bleek, and others: of the spiritual Israel); but 
the conception of the kingdom in our passage is Jewish-national, which, 
however, does not exclude the dominion over the Gentiles according to the 
prophetic prediction (‘‘ quasi per accessionem,” ‘‘as if through addition,” 
Grotius). — Baovd. éxi] as xix. 14; Rom. v. 14. 

Ver. 34 f. How is it possible that this shall be the case?’ namely, 7d cvsraBeiv 
év yaotpi kat rexeiv vidv, Kuthymius Zigabenus. — ov ywocxw| comp. Matt. i. 
18; Gen. xix. 8; Judg. xi. 39; Num. xxxi. 17, since I have sexual imter- 
course with noman. In this sense the pure maiden knows no man. As, how- 
ever, she is betrothed, ver. 27, her reply shows that she has understood the 
promise of the angel rightly as soon to be fulfilled, and not to be referred 
to her impending marriage with Joseph, but as independent of the marriage 
that was soon to take place. The dvdpa ob you is thus simply the confes- 
sion of the immaculate virgin conscience, and not (a misunderstanding, which 
Mary’s very betrothal ought to have precluded) the vow of perpetual virginity 
(Augustine, de virgin. 4, Gregory of Nyssa, Grotius, Jansen, Maldonatus, 
Bisping, and others), or the resolution to that effect (Schegg). — rvedua aysov | 
In accordance with the nature of a proper name, without the article. More- 
over, see on Matt. i. 18. — éredeticerac éxi cé] will descend upon thee (Acts i. 
8). This, as well as érioxidoer cor, will overshadow thee (Acts v. 15),-is—the 
former without figure, the latter figuratively—a designation of the connec- 
tion producing the pregnancy, which, however, is not conceived of in the 
form of copulation, for which the words are euphemistic expressions (Pau- 
lus, von Ammon, and older commentators), or yet under the notion of a 
bird which covers its eggs (Theophylact, comp. Grotius).? Certainly the 
expressions are correlates of yivéoxo, but as regards the effect, not as regards 
the form, since éreAetc. expresses simply the descent of the Spirit, and éz- 


1 This question is only appropriate to the whereas the meaning of the question of 
virgin heart as a question of doubt on the Zacharias, ver. 18, is the converse. 
ground of conscious impossibility, and not 2 Approved also by Delitzsch, bibl. Psychol. 
as an actual wish to learn the how (rov p. 116 f., and Bleek. But this conception is 
tpdrov Tod mpdypnaros, ‘the mode of themat- _ here very much out of place, and is not im- 
ter,” Theophylact) ; comp. already Augus- plied even in NDT, Gen. i. 2, which, be- 
tine: ‘“énguirendo dixit, non desperando,” sides, has nothing to do with the passage 
“she spoke inguiringly, not hopelessly,” before us. 
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oxdc. the manifestation of divine power associated therewith in the form of a 
cloud (after the manner of the Old Testament theophanies, Ex. xl. 45 ; 
Num. ix. 15 ; 1 Kings viii. 10 ; comp. also Luke ix. 34). Augustine and 
other Fathers have quite mistakenly laid stress in énion. on the notion of 
coolness (in contrast to procreation in lust); comp. oxidlew rd cavua in Alci- 
phr. iil. 2. — divauce bpicrov] without the article : power of the Highest will 
overshadow thee, will be that, which shall overshadow thee. This will set 
in in immediate consequence (xai) of the rvediua dyiov émedeboerar éni oé. 
Strict dogmatic expositors, such as Theophylact, Calovius, have rightly 
(comp. xxiv. 49) distinguished between the Holy Spirit and the power of the 
Highest, but in doing so have already imported more precise definitions from 
the dogmatic system by explaining the power of the Highest of the Son of 
God, who with His majesty filled the body that had been formed by the 
Holy Spirit, and thus have, by a more precise description of the formation 
of the body, broken in upon the delicate veil which the mouth of the angel 
had breathed over the mystery.’ — 710 yevvépevov Gywor] the holy thing that is 
being begotten shall (after His birth), be called Sonof God. Most interpreters 
take 15 yevveuevov as that which is to be born (comp. ver. 13), which view, 
moreover, has drawn after it the old addition é« cov from Matt. i. 16. But 
the context which immediately precedes points only to the degetting, (Ben- 
gel, Bleek); and to this also points the neuter, which applies to the embryo 
(comp. on Matt. i. 20, and see Fritzsche, ad Aristoph. Thesm. 564), as well 
as the parallel Matt. i. 20. The subject, we may add, is 7d dyiov, not 7d 
yevvou. (Kuinoel : ‘ proles veneranda,” ‘‘ offspring which is to be revered” 
= 7d yervou. 7d dyiov), as also Bornemann assumes, when he (comp. de Wette) 
takes dyov predicatively : ‘‘ proles tua, ewm divina sit,” “thy offspring when 
it is divine.” Not as holy, but as begotten by Gods power (616), is the fruit 
of Mary called the Son of God. Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 117, explains : 
it shall be called holy, Son of God, so that those two appellations are to 
correspond to the two members of the preceding promise. So already Ter- 
tullian, as also Bengeland Bleck. [See Note XII., p. 258.] But the asyndet- 
ic form, in which vide Ocov would be subjoined, tells against this view all the 
more, that we should of necessity, in direct accordance with what precedes 
(kat Shvauic «.7.A.), expect Kai vid¢ Ocod, especially after the verb, where no 
reader could anticipate a second predicate without «ai. ‘Comp. Justin, c. 
Tryph. 100 : 61d kat 5 yevvdmevov && avtie ayidv éotw vide Ceod, ‘‘ wherefore 
also that the holy thing begotten of her is Son of God.” 

Ver. 36 f. Confirmation of the promise by the disclosure of Elizabeth’s 
pregnancy, which, in fact, was also a deviation from the order of nature (éy 
yper), and so far presented an analogy, although only in an inferior sense. 


1 Calovius : ‘ Supervenit Spiritus non qui- 
dem omeppaticas sed Syprovpytxas, guttu- 
las sanguineas Mariae, e quibus concipienda 
caro Domini, sancitificando, easdem foecundas 
reddendo, et ex tisdem corpus humanum effor- 
mando.’ Justin, Apol. I. 33, already rightly 
gives the simple thought of the chaste and 
delicate representation: cvopopjao. raphévor, 


otcay memoinke, ‘hath caused hor, being a 
virgin, to be pregnant.” Schleiermacher, Z. 
J.p. 62, erroneously affirms that the repre- 
sentation of Luke admits the possibility of 
Jesus being thought of as conceived with 
the participation of Joseph. It absolutely 
excludes any such notion. 
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** En domesticum tibi exemplum,” ‘‘ Lo, a family example for thee !” Grotius. 
After idod «.7.A, an éori was as little needed as an eiué at ver. 38. — ovyyevic] 
The nature of this relationship, which is not at variance with John i. 36, 
although questioned by Schleiermacher and others, is wholly unknown. It 
is, however, possible that Mary was of the stock of Levi [see Note XL., 
p. 258], as the Test. XII. Patr. p. 542 makes the Messiah proceed from the 
stock of Judah (Joseph) and (comp. p. 546) from the stock of Levi.?— On the 
late form ovyyevic, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 451 f.; and on the Ionic form of 
dative yfpe, Winer, p. 60 [E. T. 73 f.]. — oiroc} subject: and this is the siath 
month, — ért ov« advvar. «.t.4.| Confirmation of that which has just been said of 
Elizabeth by the omnipotence of God. It is to be observed (1) that otk... 
mav do not belong to one another, but of ray pyya it is said : ob ddvvarhoec 
(Fritzsche, Diss. Il. in 2 Cor. p. 24 f.); further, (2) that the proposition is a 
general one ; hence the futwre, which, however, is purposely chosen with a 
view to what was announced to Mary ; see Dissen. ad Dem. de Cor. p. 369 ; 
(3) that there exists no reason for abandoning the purely Greek meaning of 
advvareiv, to be unable (Rettig in the Stud. u. Krit. 1838, p. 210), any more than 
of a piua, utterance (ver. 38), especially with the reading rapa tov God (see the 
Hence the meaning is not : ‘‘ With God nothing is im- 
possible ;” but rather : not powerless (but of success and efficacy) shall any 
utterance on the part of God be. So also Gen. xviii. 14. Comp. Beza : 
‘* bia, 1.€., quicquid Deus semel futurum dixerit,” ‘‘ whatever God at any 
time in future shall have spoken.” 

Ver. 88. Behold the handmuid of the Lord ! without a verb. Comp. ver. 
36, v. 12, 18. — yévorro] Aourov ov pdvov ériotevoev, aAAG nbEaTo yevéoba adrh, 
xadac 6 dyyedoc sipyxe, Euthymins Zigabenus ; ‘‘eximio fiduciae exemplo,” 
“‘ extraordinary example of trust,” Grotius. 


critical remarks). 


Remarx.—The natural explanation of the annunciation to Mary (Paulus) is 
at variance with the evangelic account ; and as the latter unfolds simply, clear- 
ly, and delicately an external procedure, the objective is not to be rendered 
subjective and transferred, as a reciprocal operation of the theocratic Spirit of 
God and the emotional feeling of the Virgin, by means of poetic coloring to the 
soul of the latter (Lange, LZ. J. II. 1, p. 67). [See Note XIII, p. 258 seq.] As 
history, believed even as it is related, the narrative arose, and that too in depen- 
dently of the preliminary history of Matthew, and even incompatibly with it,’ 
—in consequence of the circumstance that the divine sonship of Jesus was ex- 
tended to His bodily origination (see on Matt. i. 18), an idea, which gave shape 
to legends dissimilar in character and gaining currency in different circles. 
Thus, ¢.g., it is clear that the history, adopted at Matt. i. 19 ff., of Joseph’s 
perplexity and of the angelic message which came to him does not presuppose, 


1 So Faustus the Manichean in Augustine, 
c. Faust. xxiii.9; and recently, Schleier- 
macher, Schr. ad. Luk. p. 26; Hilgenfeld, 
Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 177, and others. 

2 Thus the descent from the Davidic and 
priestly race might have been used for the 
glorification of Jesus. But from the height 
of the history of Jesus so little importance 


was attached to things of this nature that 
only the Davidic descent, as it was neces- 
sary in the case of the Messiah, had stress 
laid on it, and the family of Mary was not 
expressly specified -at all. Comp. Ewald, 
Gesch. Chr. p. 177 f. 

2 Comp. Schleiermacher, LZ. J. p. 59 ff. 
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but excludes the annunciation to Mary; for that Mary after such a revelation 
should have made no communication to Joseph, would have been not less psy- 
chologically unnatural, than it would have been a violation of the bridal rela- 
tion and, indeed, of the bridal duty ;! and to reckon on a special revelation, 
which without her aid would make the disclosure to her betrothed, she must 
have been expressly directed by the angelic announcement made to her, in 
order to be justified in deferring the communication of her pregnancy to her 
betrothed. We make this remark in opposition to the arbitrary presupposi- 
tions and shifts of Hug (Gutacht. I. p. 81 ff.), Krabbe, Ebrard, and others. Ac- 
cording to the view invented by the last-named, it is assumed that Joseph had 
learned Mary’s pregnancy, immediately after the appearance of its earliest 
signs, from the pronubae (‘‘ suspicious women”) ; that immediately there ensued 
the appearance of the angel to him, and forthwith he took her home ; and that 
for all this a period of at most fourteen days sufficed. Mark and John have 
rightly excluded these miracles of the preliminary history from the cycle of the 
evangelical narrative, which only began with the appearance of the Baptist 
(Mark i. 1); as, indeed, Jesus Himself never, even in his confidential circle, 
refers to them, and the unbelief of His own brothers, John vii. 5, and in fact 
even the demeanor of Mary, Mark iii. 21 ff., is irreconcilable with them.? — The 
angelic announcement made to Zacharias, which likewise withdraws itself from any 
attempt at natural explanation (Paulus, Ammon), appears as a parallel to the 
annunciation to Mary, having originated and been elaborated in consequence 
of the latter as a link in the chain of the same cycle of legends after the analogy 
of Old Testament models, especially that of Abraham and his wife. [See Note 
XIIL., p. 258seq.] Asin the case of the annunciation to Mary the metaphysical 
divine Sonship of Jesus, so in the announcement to Zacharias the extraordi- 
nary divine destination and mission of John (John i. 6) is the real element on 
which the formation of legend became engrafted ; but to derive the latter 
merely from the self-consciousness of the church (Bruno Bauer), and conse- 
quently to take away the objective foundation of the history, is at variance 
with the entire N. T. and with the history of the church. For the formation 
of the legend, moreover, the historical circumstances, that John was the son of 
the priest Zacharias and Elizabeth, and a son born late in life, are to be held 
fast as premisses actually given by history (in opposition to Strauss, I. p. 185), 
all the more that for these simple historical data their general notoriety could 
not but bear witness. This also in opposition to Weiss and B. Bauer, who de- 
rive these traditions from the laboratory of religious contemplation. Further, as 
to what specially concerns the late birth of John, it has its historical precedents in 
the history of Isaac, of Samson, and of Samuel; but the general principle 
deduced from such cases, ‘ Cum alicujus uterum claudit, ad hoc facit, ut mira- 
bilius denuo aperiat, et non libidinis esse quod nascitur, sed divini muneris 


1 Lange, Z. J. Il. p. 83 f., rightly acknowl- 
edges this, but, following older writers, 
thinks that Mary made the communication 
to Joseph before her journey to Elizabeth, 
but that he nevertheless (‘‘ the first Ebion- 
ite’) refused to believe her. This is not 
compatible with Matthew’s narrative, es- 
pecially i. 18. And what Lange further 
(p. 89) adds, that during Mary’s absence a 


severe struggle arose in his soul,and this 
state of feeling became the medium of the 
revelation made to him, is simply added. 

2 Schleiermacher is right in saying, ZL. J. 
p. 71: “These occurrences have been en- 
tirely without effect as regards the coming 
forward of Christ or the origination of faith 
in Him.” 
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cognoscatur,’’ ‘*‘ When He closes the womb of some one, He does it for this, that 
He may open it again more marvellously, and that what is born may be recog- 
nized as being not of lust but of divine gift” (Hvang. de Nativ. Mar. 3), be- 
came the source of unhistorical inventions in the apocryphal Gospels,! as, in 
particular, the apocryphal account of the birth of Mary herself is an imitation 
of the history of John’s birth. 


Ver. 89. The angel’s communication, ver. 36, occasions Mary to make a 
journey to Elizabeth, and that with haste (wera orovdjc, comp. Mark vi. 25 ; Ex. 
xii. 11 ; Herod. iii. 4, iv. 5) ; for how much must her heart have now urged her 
to the interchange of the deepest feelings with the friend who, in like man- 
ner, was so highly favored ! Thus it is not merely ‘‘ne negligeret signum,” 
“that she might not slight the sign,” etc., Grotius. From Elizabeth she 
receives the confirmation of that which the angel had announced to her 
concerning Elizabeth. But before her departure the great promise of ver. 
35 is already fulfilled to herself. With extraordinary delicacy the promised 
conception is not related in its realization (comp., on the other hand, ver. 
24), and the veil of the unparalleled marvel is not attempted to be raised ; 
but vv. 41-44 and the whole triumph of Mary, ver. 46 ff., presuppose that 
she appears before Elizabeth already as the mother of the Messiah, bearing 
Him in ber womb. She herself is only made certain of the miracle, which 
has already occurred in her case, by the inspired communication which at 
once meets her from the mouth of her friend. Bengel is singularly arbi- 
trary in transferring the conception, which in any case lies between vv. 38 
and 39, to the moment when the child leaped in the womb of Elizabeth, 
which he concludes from ydp in ver. 44. — eile ryv dpewiy] into the mountain- 
region — kar’ é£oxnv, Aristot. H. A. v. 28; Judith i. 6, ii. 22, iv. 7, al.; 
Plin. H. V. v.14. The mountainous country in the tribe of Judah is meant. 
See Robinson, Pal. II. p. 422 ff., III. p. 188 ff. — el¢ réAv "Iotda] into a city 
of the tribe of Judah. Luke does not give any more precise definition, and 
therefore it is to be assumed that he himself had no more precise knowl- 
edge. Jerusalem, the capital, is certainly not meant (in opposition to 
Ambrose, Beda, Camerarius); which is clear, not indeed from the want of 
the article (comp. li. 4, 11 ; Bornemann in loc.), but from the unprece- 
dented designation itself (in 2 Chron. xxv. 28 the reading is very doubtful, 
see the LXX.), and from the eic¢ rv dpeivyyv [less] appropriate to Jerusalem. 
It may have been the priestly city of Hebron, Josh. xxi. 11 (Baronius, Beza, 
Grotius, Lightfoot, Wolf, Rosenmiiller, and others); but that it is meant as 
a matter of course under the ‘‘ city of Judah” (see Ewald, p. 182), is not to 
be assumed, because in that case 6A could not dispense with the article 
(to the well-known city of Judah). Others’ have regarded Juda as itself the 
name of the city : holding that it was the priestly city MWY or 10! (Josh. 
xxi. 16, xv. 55; comp. Robinson, II. p. 417), so that the name is wrongly 


1 See, in general, R. Hofmann, das Leben 2 Valesius, Hpp. 669; Reland, Pal. p. 870; 
Jesu nach d. Apokr, 1851; also Gelpke, Ju- Wetstein, Paulus, Kuinoel, Crome, Beitr. 
gendgesch. des Herrn, 1842 (who, moreover, p. 45, et al.; comp. also Robinson, Pal. ILL. 
gives the Jewish legends). p. 193, and Ritter, Hrdk. XY. p. 641. 
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written. We should have to refer this inaccuracy to Luke himself ; but 
the whole hypothesis is an unnecessary makeshift. 

Ver. 41. Tov doracp. +. Map.} the grecting of Mary. See vy. 40, 44. This 
greeting on the part of Mary (not the communication of the angelic an- 
nouncement, ver. 26 ff., as Kuinoel and others import) caused the leaping of 
the child (comp. Gen. xxv. 22), and that as an exulting expression of the 
joy of the latter (ver. 44, vi. 23) at the presence of the Messiah’ now in 
the womb of His mother. Elizabeth immediately through the Holy Spirit 
recognizes the cause of the leaping. Comp. Hofmann, Weissag. u. Hrfiill. 
Il. p. 251 f. Calvin, Michaelis, Paulus, Olshausen, and many others re- 
verse the matter, holding that the mental agitation of the mother had operated 
on the child (comp. also Lange II. 1, p. 86), and that this circumstance had 
only afterwards, ver. 44, become significant to the mother. Analogous 
to the conception in our passage is Sohar Hex. f. xxiii. 91 f., xxv. 99: 
‘‘Omnes Israelitae ad mare rubrum plus viderunt quam Ezechiel propheta ,; 
imo etiam embryones, qui in utero matris erant, viderunt id, et Deum S. B. cele- 
brarunt.” A symbolical significance, expressive, namely, of the thought, that 
at the appearance of a higher Spirit the ideas that lie still unborn in the 
womb of the spirit of the world and of the people are quickened (Weisse), 
is foreign to the narrative,—a modern abstraction. 

Ver. 42 f. ’Aveddvyce] She eried out (only occurring here in the N. T.; 
comp. 1 Chron. xv. 28, xvi. 5 ; 2 Chron. v. 12; Polyb. ii. 33. 4 ; frequent 
in Plutarch), expressing the outburst of the being filled by the Spirit. [Comp. 
critical note.]—6 xaprdc¢ tT. Kota. cov] Designation of the embryo, that 
Mary bears inher womb. For the expression, comp. Gen. xxx. 2 ; Lam. ii, 
20. — Kai roSev x.7.A.] sc. yéyovev. After the first outburst now follows a 
certain 7eflection, a humble pondering, from what cause (réev, comp. on 
Mark xii. 37) she was deemed worthy of this great happiness : avagiav éavtyv rH¢ 
toabtne exidnulac tie Searoivnc éuodoyet, ‘* She confesses herself unworthy of such 
sojourning of the queen,” Euthymius Zigabenus. —iva «.7.A.] not equivalent 
to 76 éAveiv tiv unt. .T.A., but telic: that the mother of my Lord (the Mes- 
siah, comp. Ps. ex. 1) should come to me,—this is the roiro, in reference to 
which she asks wé¥ev wor. Comp. on John vi. 29, xvii. 3. 

Ver. 44 f. Tap] specifies the ground of knowledge, on which she declares 
Mary as the mother of the Messiah. She had the discernment of this con- 
nection through the Holy Spirit, ver. 41. — 67:| may either be the specifica- 
tion of the reason attached to paxapia (Vulgate, Luther, Erasmus, Beza, 
Lange, and others), or the statement of the contents to micrebcaca (Grotius, 
Bengel, Paulus, Kuinoel, Bornemann, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, and others). 
The latter is the correct view, since the conception—the chief point of the 
AcAadAnuéva, Which Elizabeth has in view—is no longer future, but has already 
taken place. Hence: for blessed is she who has believed, that there shall be a 
Sulfilment to all (ver. 31 ff.), ete. As to reAsiworc, comp. Judith x. 9 ; John 
xix. 28. 


}Older Lutherans (see Calovius) have something unique in character and miracu- 
wrongly used this passage as a proof of the lous. The child of Elizabeth has already in 
Jides infantum. There is, in fact, here the womb the Holy Spirit, ver. 15. 
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Ver. 46 ff. An echo of the lyrical poetry of the Old Testament, especially 
of the song of praise of Hannah the mother of Samuel (1 Sam. ii.). This 
psalm-like effusion from the heart of Mary (the so-called Magnificat) divides 
itself into four strophes, namely, (1) vv. 46+48 (as far as aitov); (2) ver. 48 
(from ido onward) as far as ver. 50; (3) vv. 51-53 ; and (4) vv. 54,55. Each 
of these four strophes contains three verses. See Ewald, p. 181. — 7 wuy4 
uov] the mediating organ between rveta and body (Beck, bibl. Seelenl. 
p. 11 ff.; Delitzsch, bibl. Psychol. p. 222) which receives the impressions from 
without and from within, and here expresses by means of the mouth what 
has taken place in the mveiua (hence wyaidiace in the aorist). [See Note 
XIV., p. 259.] The wvetua is ‘‘the highest and noblest part of man, 
whereby he is qualified to grasp incomprehensible, invisible, eternal things; 
and is, in brief, the house within which faith and God’s word abide,” Lu- 
ther (Aust. 1521). Comp. Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. I. p. 411 ff. That the 
spirit of Mary exulted full of the Holy Spirit, was self-evident for the 
evangelist after ver. 35 ; an observation, such as that of ver. 41, concerning 
Elizabeth : érAgody rvebuatog dy., would now have been inappropriate in 
reference to Mary. ayaAdvdw, in the active, is only found here and at Rev. xix. 
7 (Lachmann, Tischendorf), which reason, however, does not warrant the 
conjecture of ayaAAdoerat (Valckenaer, Bretschneider). — cwrypc| benefactor. 
“Ts est nimirum owr#p, qui salutem dedit,” ‘‘ He is truly cwr#p, who gave 
safety,” Cicero, Verr. li. 63. —ére éréBrewev él +. tar. t. dobA. ait.] as at 
1Sam. i. 11. Comp. Ps. xxxi. 8; also Luke ix. 38. The expression of the 
adjectival notion by means of the substantive (comp. 2 Kings xiv. 26 ; Ps. 
xxiv. 18) places the quality in the foreground.’ Mary means the lowliness 
of her person, in spite of which she is chosen of God to such greatness. 
She was in fact only an insignificant maiden from the people, an artisan’s 
betrothed bride. —aré rot viv] from henceforth ; for now, after Elizabeth’s 
inspired words, no further doubt could remain to Mary respecting her con- 
dition as mother of the Messiah ; from henceforth, therefore, she could not 
but be the object of the gencral congratulation, whereof Elizabeth herself 
had just made a beginning. — raow ai yeveai] all generations. 

Ver. 49 f. Because the Mighty One did to me great things, in making me the 
mother of the Messiah. — kai ayov x.r.A.] not for ov 7d év. dycov (Luther, 
Castalio, Bengel, and many, including Kuinoel), but lyrically unperiodic : 
and holy is His name! Hence, also, a full stop is not to be placed after 
dvvatéc (Lachmann, Tischendorf, Bleek), but only acomma. To the might 
the holiness attaches itself. — ei¢ yevedc x. yevedc¢] Comp. Isa. li. 8; 1 Mace. ii. 
61; Vest. XIT. Patr. p. 568 : unto generations and generations, 1.e., ever on- 
ward from one generation to the following. The Recepta ec yeveac yevedv 
would mean : to the uttermost generations ; these would be conceived of as 
forming a superlative.” — roic doBovu. air.] sc. tov. It denotes the essence of 
theocratic piety. Comp. Ex. xx. 6 ; Ps. ciil. 7. 

Ver. 51 ff. Mary now sees the Messianic catastrophe, which God will 


1 See Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 367 f.; Bern- tions, especially from the dramatic writers, 
hardy, p. 53. may be seen in Brunck, ad Oecdip. LR. 466; 


2 Analogous Greek superlative designa- Bernhardy, p. 154. 


248 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


bring about by means of her son, and she announces it prophetically as hav- 
ing already happened ; for she bears in fact the accomplisher of it already in 
her womb, and thus the work of God, which He is to execute, is before her 
enlightened gaze already as good us completed ; in that way she sees and de- 
scribes it.—The catastrophe itself 1s the restoration of the state of things to 
the divine rightful order, the overthrow of the Gentiles and the exaltation of 
the deeply-oppressed theocratic people (comp. vv. 68, 71, 74) ; the former are 
set. forth by the words trepyddvovc, duvdotac, rAovtovvtac ; the latter, by 
rarewovce and recvavtac. This intended concrete application of the general 
expressions is put beyond doubt by avreAdBeto "Iopaya x.7.a., ver. 54 f. — 
irepngdvovc] such as are arrogant in the thoughts of their heart ; diavoig is the 
dative of more precise definition ; and on the notion (thinking and willing 
as directed outwards), comp. Beck, Seelenl. p. 58 ; on kapdia as the centre 
of the spiritual and psychic life, Delitzsch, bibl. Psychol. p. 248 ff. ; finally, 
in dveoképr. the haughty are conceived of as congregated and keeping together ; 
comp. Matt. xxvi. 31; Acts v. 37; Ps. lxxxix. 10. ‘‘ That through Chris- 
tianity the proud were humbled” (de Wette) is not the thought expressed 
by Mary, but a generalization of it, as is also the ‘‘ confusio diabolicae super 
biae,” ‘‘ confusion of diabolical pride” (Calovius and others), and the like. 
Comp. Ecclus. x. 14 ff. — Ver. 52. He has cast down rulers from thrones, 
does not apply to the demons and Pharisees (Theophylact), but to the Gen- 
tile holders of power. Comp. on the idea of the overthrow of thrones in 
the times of the Messiah, Wisd. v. 23; Enoch xxxviii. 4, and Dillmann 
thereon. — Ver. 53. ayafév| not merely means of subsistence (Valckenaer, 
Bornemann, de Wette), but earthly possessions in general,* among which the 
means of subsistence are included. Comp. xii. 18 f. De Wette, moreover, 
is in error in saying (comp. Olshausen) that it is spiritual hunger and spir- 
ttual satisfying that are to be thought of, and that the rich are a type of 
the wise men of this world. The whole is to be taken literally ; the idealiz- 
ing is not warranted according to the context. Comp. Ps. xxxiv. 11.— 
éSanéot. kevotc¢] So that they retain nothing of their possessions, and have 
received nothing from the Messiah..—For descriptions of the divine inver- 
sion of relations from the classical writers, see Wetstein and Bornemann. 
Ver. 54 ff. What was expressed descriptively in vv. 51-58, and that by 
means of antitheses, is now definitely and particularly condensed in avreAd- 
Beto "IopayA rade avtod (comp. Isa. xli. 8 f.), which is the swnmary of what 
has been previously said. The aorist is to be taken quite like the previous 
aorists. —davredaBeto|] He has interested Himself for Israel His servant (42}). 
Comp. on avreddB., Acts xx. 35 ; Thue. ili. 22 ; Diod. Sic. xi. 18. Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus explains it : éreoxéparo tov "Iopandrrixdv Aady, Tov doddov abrod, 
‘‘he visited the Israclitish people, His servant.” Others, including Paulus, 
Gléckler, Kuinoel, take rade as filii (comp. Ex. iv. 22; Hos. xi. 1). But 
the theocratic notion of sonship is never expressed by raic¢ (not even in Acts 
ii. 13), —prnodjvac tdéove| not : “ita ut perpetuo memor sit,” ‘‘so that the 


10QOn the expression, comp. xx. 10 f.; Job xxii. 9; Judith x. 11; Hom. Zi. ii. 298 Od. 
Kill, 214. 
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remembrance is perpetual,” etc. (Kuinoel, Bleck), but : in order to be mind- 
Jul of mercy. We have to note the connection with the éwe aidvo¢ [see 
critical note] emphatically put at the end. God has interested Himself for 
Israel, in order to be mindful of mercy even to eternity, in order never again to 
forget mercy. — Kaba¢ éa2. xpd¢ tr. rat. ju.] not indeed a parenthesis, but 
an inserted clause, which makes one feel that the telic pryo3jva éAéove takes 
place in consequence of the divine truthfulness. —76’ABpadp x. Tr. onépp. 
avt.] Dativus commodi to prnobjva. Comp. Ps. xeviii. 8; Ken. Cyr. i. 4. 
12; Bornemann, Schol. p. 14 f. It might belong to é2dAyce (Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Kuinoel), since 2cietv may be 
joined as well with xpé¢ as with a dative ; but against this may be urged 
k. T@ orépuate abrov, Which denotes’ the whole posterity of Abraham with- 
out limitation, and therefore cannot be included in apposition to xpdc rode 
marépac judv. — Observe, moreover, that here (comp. ver. 72) Abraham, the 
progenitor of the race, is conceived of as jointly affected by and interested 
in the destiny of his descendants.?, Abraham liveth unto God, xx. 38. — 
éwewve dé x.7.A.] but not until the delivery of Elizabeth (in opposition to Cal- 
vin, Maldonatus and others) ; see ver. 57. [See Note XV., p. 259. ] 


Remark 1.— The harmonizers, even the most recent, have adopted very 
different ways for the fitting of this history into the narrative of Matthew. 
According to Lange, L. J. II. 1, p. 84 ff., Mary is driven to Elizabeth by her 
grief at being Ebionitically misjudged and discarded by Joseph ; according to 
Hug, Gutacht. I. p. 85, Ebrard, Riggenbach, and others, she made the journey 
immediately after her marriage, which took place a few days after the begin- 
ning of her pregnancy! Luke says and knows nothing of either view. 

Remark 2. [See Note XVI, p. 259 seq.] — The historical character as to the 
Visitation of Mary stands or falls with that of the Annunciation. But the psycho- 
logical and moral impossibility, that Mary, after the certainty as to her condition 
acquired while she was with Elizabeth, and after the theocratic inspiration with 
which she declares herself blessed on account of that condition, should not have 
made any communication at all to Joseph on the subject (as must, nevertheless, 
according to Matthew, be assumed, so that thus our narrative and that of Matt. 
i. 18 ff. exclude one another) ; further, the utter want of any trace elsewhere 
of such an intimate and confidential relation as, according to our history, must 
have subsisted between the two holy families ; moreover, the design of the nar- 
rative to invest Jesus with a singular glory, according to which even the yet un- 
born John signifies his rejoicing homage before the Messiah when but just con- 
ceived in his mother’s womb; the circumstance, not to be explained away 
(see the untenable suggestion of Lange, p. 92), that it is only after the leaping 
of the babe that Elizabeth receives the Holy Spirit, and by means of this Spirit 
recognizes from that leaping the mother of the Messiah as such ; the hymnic 
scene annexed thereto, the poetic splendor and truth of which lifts it out of 
the historical sphere, in which subsequently the house of Mary was not the 
abode of the faith that is here proclaimed from the mouth of the Virgin with so 


1JIn what manner it was the omépya the question. 
"ABpadw that actually received the com- 2Tsa, xxix. 22 f.; Mic. vii. 20. Comp. John 
passion (Rom. iv., Gal. iv.), was not here viii. 56; est. XII. Patr. p. 587. 
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lofty a triumph (Mark iii, 31 ; John vii. 3),—all this is not adapted to support 
or to uphold its historical character, even apart from the fact that tradition 
has not even conveyed to Luke the name of the mountain-town. The apocry- 
phal poor and pale copy of the Annunciation and the Visitation may be seen 
in the Protevang. Jacobi, ¢. xi. xii. ; according to which, moreover, —quite dif- 
ferently from the course followed by the modern Harmonists—it is not till after 
the visitation, only in the sixth month of pregnancy, when Mary is recognized 
as in this condition and called to account by Joseph, that she asserts her inno- 
cence, and then the dream-revelation of the angel is imparted to Joseph (ch. 
Sail. f.). 


Ver. 57 f. Tod rexeiv avt.] genitive governed by 6 ypévoc : the time, which 
had to elapse until her delivery. Comp. ii. 7, 22; Gen. xxv. 24. — ére 
gueydauve x.7.A. | that he hasmagnified (Matt. xxiii. 5; 2 Cor. x. 15; 1 Sam. 
xli. 24), namely, by this birth still bestowed, contrary to all expectation, in 
which they saw a proof of especially great divine compassion. The expres- 
ston is quite as in Gen. xix. 19. — ovvéyapov] they rejoiced together with her. 
Others, like Valckenaer (following the Vulgate): they congratulated her 
(see on Phil. ii. 17). The former is more appropriate on account of ver. 14 ; 
and comp. xv. 6, 9. 

Ver. 59 f. With the circumcision was associated the giving of the name, 
Gen. xxl. 8. See Ewald, Alterth. p. 110. Among the Greeks and Romans 
it took place on the dies lustricus.’ — 73ov| The subject is evident of it- 
self, namely, the persons pertaining to the circumcision : ‘‘ amici ad eam 
rem vocati,” ‘‘friends invited for this purpose,” Grotius. Any Israelite 
might be the circumciser (in case of necessity even a woman, Ex. iv. 25).’ 
— éxédovv] They actually uttered this name (this took place immediately 
after the circumcision was performed ; see Lund, /.c., Buxtorf, Synagog. 4): 
but the mother (for the father was still dumb) took exception to it, ver. 60. 
‘Vere enim incipit actus, sed ob impedimenta caret eventu,” ‘‘ For the act 
really begins, but fails of result on account of impediments,” Schaefer, ad 
Phoen. 81 ; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 178 [E. T. 205]. — The naming of the 
child after the father (Tob. i. 9; Joseph. Antt. xiv. 1. 3) or after a relative 
(ver. 61; Lightfoot, p. 726) was very common, asit was also among the 
Greeks (Hermann, /.c. 18). On éi, comp. Neh. vii. 63 ; Plut. Demetr. 2. 
The idea is : én reference to. — ovyi, aAAd KAnd. "Iodvy.] The usual supposition 
(Paulus, Kuinoel, Ebrard, Bleek, following Calvin and others), that Zacha- 
rias after his return from the temple made known to Elizabeth by writing 
the words of the angel, ver. 13, is the more arbitrary, the less it is in keep- 
ing with the miraculous impress of the whole history. Theophylact is right 
in saying : 7 6 ’EAodBet Oc Tpodpric éAddqoe Tept TOV ovdmartos, ‘‘ But 
Elizabeth spake asa prophetess concerning the name ;” and Euthymius 
Zigabenus : é« tvebparoc dyiov kat avty 7d bvoua Tod Tadde pewadyke, ‘‘ She also 
hath learned the name of the child from the Holy Spirit” (comp. Origen 
and Ambrose), and this, indeed, at the moment of that éxddovv, ver. 59, else 


1 See Dougtaeus, Anal. II. p. 44 f. ; Her- 2See Lund, Heiligth., ed. Wolf, p. 949 ; 
mann, Privatalterth. § 82. 17. Keil. Archdol. I. p. 307 f. 
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“it would not be easy to perceive why she should not at the very beginning 
have carried out the giving of the divinely-appointed name. 

Ver. 62 f. ’Evévevov] They conveyed by signs to him the question (ré, see 
Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. iv. 4. 17 ; Kiithner, Il. p. 138), how (ci = ri dvopa, 
comp. Aesch. Ag. 1205) he perchance (av, see Winer, p. 275 [E. T. 308]) 
would wish that the child (ai76, see the critical remarks) should be named. 
The making signs does not presuppose deafness and dumbness (Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Jansen, Maldonatus, Lightfoot, Grotius, 
Wolf, and others, including Ewald), against which may be urged ver. 20 ; 
nor is it to be explained by the fact, that we are inclined to communicate 
by means of signs with dumb people as with deaf people (Bengel, Michaelis, 
Paulus, Olshausen, de Wette), which can only be arbitrarily applied to 
Zacharias, since he had only been dumb fora short time, and people had pre- 
viously been accustomed to speak with him. Probably it was only from the 
wish to spare the mother that the decision of the father, who had all along been 
listening to the discussion, was called for not aloud, but by signs. — airfcac] 
duolwg did vebmaroc, ‘likewise through a sign,” Euthymius Zigabenus. — 
mevaxtotov| probably a little tablet covered with wax. Tertullian, de ¢dolol. 
23: ‘¢ Zacharias loquitur in stylo, auditur in cera,” ‘‘ Zacharias speaks with a 
stylus, hears in wax.” — éypawe Aéyav] scripsit haec verba, ‘‘ wrote these words.” 
Comp. 2 Kings x. 6; 1 Macc. vili. 31, xi. 57. A Hebraism (A189) The 
return of speech does not occur till ver. 64. Comp. vy. 18, 20. —’Iwdvyyc éori 
tT. dv. avrov] Shortly and categorically, in the consciousness of what had been 
already divinely determined ;: 12¥ {in [the Hebrew characters probably 
written by Zacharias]. ‘*‘ Non tam jubet, quam jussum divinum indicat,” 
“He does not command, but indicates the divine command,” Bengel.— é¢aiy. | 
because Zacharias agreed with Elizabeth in a name foreign to the family. 

Ver. 64. ’AvedySn. . . Adcca aitov| a zeugma ; in-the case of the tongue 
22607 may be mentally supplied ; comp., on the other hand, Mark vil. 35. 
This recovery of speech is to be regarded not as the effect of lively emotion 
(Gell. v. 9; Val. Max. i. 8. 3), or of the deliverance of his soul from the 
reproach that had oppressed it (Lange), or of his own will (Paulus), but of 
divine causation (ver. 20). 

Ver. 65 f. An historical digression, narrating the impression which these 
marvellous events at the circumcision produced in wider circles. —@6Goc] 
not amazement, but fear, the first impression of the extraordinary (comp. 
Mark iv. 41 ; Acts ii. 43). — airotc] applies to Zacharias and Elizabeth.” — 
SucdaAeito| were mutually talked of, Polyb. hy fh 2 ADK, BID. dl, ae, fapnlonce! 
ravta] these utterances, which had occurred with such marvellous signifi- 
cance at the circumcision of the child from ver. 59 to ver. 64; ii. 19. 
—ievto . . . év TH Kapd. avtov| Comp. 39 oy py (GaSamleecxdae!2)) LAr avec 
‘laid up . . . in his heart”], and the Homeric tidy év orf Seo, év bpedi, 
and see Valckenaer in loc. They made those utterances the subject of their 


1Qn the same usage in the Syriac, see Kypke, I. p. 211; Krebs, p. 98. 
Gesenius in Rosenmiiller’s ep. I. p. 185. 2 On meprocxecy teva, comp. Herod. vy. 783 
An example from Josephus is found in Xen. Anad. vy. 6.16; Plut. Crass. 34. 
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further reflection. Comp. ii. 19.—-r/ dpa] quid igitur, under these circum- 
stances, according to these auspices, what then now will, etc.’ On the 
neuter 7t, whichis more in keeping with the uncertainty and the emotion of 
the inquirers than ric, comp. Acts xii. 18; Schaefer, Melet. p. 98; Bornemann, 
Schol. p. 15. — Kat yap yeip Kvpiov qv per’ aitod) An observation of Luke, in 
which he would indicate that the people rightly asked this question, expecting 
something unusual of the child: for also (kai yap, see the critical remarks) 
the hand of the Lord was with him. The emphasis rests on yelp xvpiov, which, 
with «ai, makes known to us the mighty help of God (so yelp xvpiov very 
frequently in the O. T. ; comp. also Hermann, ad Vig. p. 732) as in keeping 
with the ominous phenomena. Others, like Storr, Kuinoel, Paulus, Ewald, 
place these words too in the mouth of those asking the question (so also 
Rettig in the Stud. u. Krit. 1838, p. 219, who, following the Recepta, places 
a colon afterxai : and others said). But this reflective specifying of a reason 
would have been superfluous in the mouth of those people, and little in 
keeping with the emotion of their question. And instead of jv they would 
have said iori, inferring, namely, the help of God from the events at the cir- 
cumcision ; while the cai would be but tame and cumbrous. 

Ver. 67. After the historical episode of ver. 65 there now follows, in 
reference to evAoyov tr. Oedv, ver. 64, the hymn itself (the so-called Benedictus) 
into which Zacharias broke forth, and that on the spot (Kuinoel erroneously 
suggests that it was only composed subsequently by Zacharias). At the 
same time the remark érAjody rvebu. dy. is repeated, and the hymn is in 
respect of its nature more precisely designated as prophecy. It is, like that 
of Mary, ver. 46 ff., constructed in strophes, containing five strophes, each 
of three verses. See Ewald. -—— xpoed#revoe] denotes not merely prediction, 
but the utterance of revelation generally stimulated and sustained by the 
Spirit, which includes.in it prediction proper. See on 1 Cor. xii. 10. 

Ver. 68 f. Zacharias’ hymn of praise concerns the great cause, which his 
new-born son is to serve—the Messianic deliverance and blessing of the people, 
which he now at once looks upon as already accomplished, for in his new- 
born son there has, in fact, already appeared the preparer of the way for 
the Messiah (ver. 16 f.). Comp. on ver. 51. The entire hymn bears the 
priestly character, which even the apostrophe to the infant, ver. 76, does 
not efface. [Sce Note XVIL, p. 260.] — ebAoyytic x.7.A.] sc. ely. Comp. Ps. 
xli. 14, Ixxii. 18, evi. 48. — 2Aizpwow (comp. ii. 88) applies primarily to the 
Messianic deliverance under its political aspect. Comp. vy. 71, 51 ff.; Plut. 
Arat. 11: ditp. aiywaddrov. With this, however, Zacharias knew (comp. 
~ also ver. 16 f.) that the religious and moral regeneration of the people was 
inseparably combined, so as to form the one Messianic work, vv. 75, 77, 79.? 
The éreoxéy. is absolute, as in Eeclus. xxxil. 17: he has looked to, he has 
made an inspection. Comp. Acts xv. 14. —j#yeupe] still dependent upon 


1 See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 176; Naigelsbach, Olshausen), that the purity of the Messianic 
Anm. 2. Ilias, ed. 8, p.10f. Comp. viii. 25, views of Zacharias consists in the unadul- 
xii. 42. terated reproduction of Old Testament 

2 Hofmann appropriately remarks, Weis- knowledge. 
sag. u. Hrfill, I. p. 253 (in opposition to 
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ote. —xépac owrnplac] a horn of deliverance (genitive of apposition), 7. ¢., a 
strong, mighty deliverance, according to the figurative use of the Hebrew PP. 


KEpag 7) love Tapa TH Veia ypady, Ex wEeTapopac TOV Cov Tov KaboTAouévwr ToC 
Képaot kai TobToLc auvvouévor, ‘* strength, in the divine scripture, from the meta- 
phor of animals armed with horns and defending themselves with these,” 
Suidas. Comp. the Latin cornua addere, cornua sumere, and the like. [See 
Note XVIII., p. 260 seq.] It is true that Jensius (ere. lit. p. 84), Fischer 
(de vit. Lex. p. 214), and Paulus find the reference in the horns of the altar of 
burnt-offering which served as anasylum.? But apart from the inappropriate 
relation to the frequent use of the O. T. figure elsewhere, how inadequate 
for the due and distinct expression of the Messianic idea would be the con- 
ception of the mere protection, which was afforded by the laying hold of the 
horns of the altar ! — jjyepe] excitavit, i.e., according to the context, he has 
made to grow up (éavateAd, Ps. exxxii. 17). — rod raidd¢ airov] Acts iv. 25. 

Ver. 70. No parenthesis. —rév dyiwv] not used substantivally (Borne- 
mann), but see Bernhardy, p. 322 ; Kviiger, § 50. 9. 7. [See critical note ; 
the omission of second rév renders the substantive sense inadmissible. ] — 
ax aiévoc] not absolutely, as though there had been prophets even ab orbe con- 
dito, ‘from the foundation of the world” (‘‘imo per os Adami,” “‘ indeed 
through the mouth of Adam,” Calovius), but relatively ; when the oldest 
prophets emerged (and Moses already was such an one), was the commence- 
ment of prophecy since the beginning of the world. Comp. Gen. vi. 4 ; Acts 
[See Note XVIIL., p. 260 seq. | 

Ver. 71 f. Swrypiav] might be attached to é2dAyoe, ver. 70 (Beza, Grotius, 
Ewald, and others), but it is simpler to retain cade «.7.A. as a paranthetical 
clause, like ver. 55, so that képa¢ curyp., ver. 69, is resumed by curnpiav (yet 
only as to the fact, without the figure) for the sake of adding the more 
precise definition. Such a resumption may occur with dé (Rom. iil. 22) 
and without it (Rom. iii. 26). See generally, Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 1. 
Without dé the expression is more rhetorical. —The enemies and haters are 
the heathen, as in ver. 51 ff., not the demons, sin, and the like. —rojoas] 
Infinitive of the aim, as at ver. 54. In this our deliverance God designed 
to show mercy to (werd, DY, ver. 58, x. 37) our fathers (comp. ver. 55, deeply 
afflicted by the decline of their people), and to remember (practically, by 
the fulfilment of what was therein promised) His holy covenant. Buthymius 
Zigabenus : 
‘“ He calls the promise a covenant; but the fulfilment is remembrance of it.” 

Vv. 78-75. “Opxov] neither accusative of more precise definition (Calvin, 
Beza, L. Bos, Rosenmiiller), nor governed by pryodjvac (Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, Olshausen, Bleek #), but climactic apposition to dsadjane ay. abrov, in 
which the accusative is attracted by év, Matt. xxi. 42; 1 Cor. x. 16; Butt- 


ili. 21; Longin. 84: tobe am’ aldvog pyropac. 


Ovabnnny yap Aéyes thy Exayyediav’ prqunv d& avtig THv Tepazuciy, 


p. 473 f.; Knobel on Ex. xxvii. 2. 
3 MinzviockecOa is not seldom joined with 


tq) Sam: ii. 10° Ps. xviii. 3, Ixxxix. 18; 
exxxii. 16 f., exlviii. 14; Ecclus. xlvii. 5, 7, 


i1, al.; Gesenius, Thes. III. p. 1238; Grimm 
on 1 Macc. ii. 48. See Rabbinical passages 
in Sch6ttgen, Hor. p. 258 f. 

2 {Kings i. 50, ii: 28 ff.; Bahr, Symdol. I. 


an accusative by the classical writers (Hom. 
Il. vi. 222; Herod. vii. 18; Soph. O.&. 1057), 
but never in the N. T., although it is so in 
the LXX. and Apocrypha. 
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mann, newt. Gr. p. 247 [E. T. 288] ; Bornemann, Sehol. p. 16 f.—xpéc] de- 
notes the swearing to. Comp. Hom. Od. xiv. 331, xix. 288. The expression 
with the dativeis more usual. See the oath itself in Gen. xxii. 16-18. — rob 
dovvat x.t.A.] in order to grant to us, the purpose, on account of which God 
swore the oath. [See Note XVIII, p. 260 seq. ] —é« yerpodc¢ «.7.A. | More pre- 
cisely defines the previous apdfuc, and that as regards its objective relation.’ 
—Ver. 75. Religious-moral restoration of the people of God. As to the 
distinction between dovétne and dixavoobvy (Plat. Prot. p. 829 C), see on Eph. 
iv. 24. Holiness is the divine consecration and inner truth of righteousness, 
so that the latter without the former would be only external or seeming ; 
both together constitute the justitia spiritualis. 

Ver. 76 f. “Erecra petaBaiver th mpodnteta kat mpoc éavtod raida’Iwavynv, ‘‘ Then 
he passes on with the prophecy even to his own son John,” Euthymius 
Zigabenus. — xai od dé] but thow also (see the critical remarks). The kai 
places the radiov—for even of him he has only what is great to say—on a 
parallel with the subject, to which hitherto in his song of praise to God his 
prophetic glance was directed (with the Messiah), and dé is the continuative 
autem. — zporop. yap mpd mpocdzov Kup.| as at ver. 17, hence xipioc is God. — 
érouudoat ddove avtov| see on Matt. ii. 8. — row dodvar x.7.A.] Aim of érowdoas 
«.7.A., and so final aim of rpomopeton . . . Kkuplov. — év adéoer duapt. adt.| In 
forgiveness of their sins, which is to be imparted to them through the Messiah 
(see ver. 78 f.) for the sake of God’s mercy (which is thereby satisfied ; dca 
ori. éA, Ocov), they are to discern deliverance ; they are to discern that salva- 
tion comes through the Messianic forgiveness of sins (comp. on Mark i. 4), 
and to this knowledge of salvation John is to guide his people. Accord- 
ingly, év dd. du. ait. does not belong to curypiag alone (r%¢ ywopévae év TO 
ageSqvat k.7.2., “ which takes place in the being forgiven,” etc., Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Beza, Bengel, Kuinocl, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, de 
Wette, Bleek, and others), but to yriaw cwrnpiac (Theophylact) = yvévar 
outypiav év ad. 7. au. ait. So also Luther, Ewald, and others. Calvin aptly 
remarks: ‘‘Praecipuum evangelii caput nunc attingit Zacharias, dum 
scientiam salutis in remissione peccatorum positam esse docet,” ‘‘ A special 
principle of the gospel Zacharias now touches upon, when he teaches that 
the knowledge ef salvation is placed in the remission of sins.” [See Note 
XVIIL., p. 260 seq. ] 

Ver. 78 f. Ad orAdyyva éiéove «.7.4.] is not to be separated from what 
precedes by punctuation, but to be immediately connected with év a¢. dy. 


ait. : év adéces 68 duaptiov . . . Th diWouévy dL THY CuouTaVeray Tov éAéove abTod, 
‘*but in forgiveness of sins . . . given on account of the sympathy of His 


mercy,” Euthymius Zigabenus. Comp. Theophylact. The reference to 
all that is said from zporopetoy onwards, ver. 76 (Grotius, Kuinoel, de 
Wette, and others), is the more arbitrary, in proportion to the natural and 
essential connection that subsists between the forgiveness of sins and God’s 
compassion. — dé] not through, but for the sake of, see on ver. 77 3 orAdyxva 

1 On the accusative puadévras (not dative), 2See Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 181 f.; El- 


see Bornemann, /.c. ; Pflugk, ad Hur. Med. lendt, Lex. Soph. 1. p. 884. 
815; Krtiger, Gramm. Unters. IIL. § 148. 


CHAP. I., 80. 209 


is not merely, according to the Hebrew D°DM (sec Gesenius), but also in 
the Greek poetical language, the scat of the affections, as, for instance, of 
anger (Arist. Ran. 1004) and of sympathy (Aesch. Ch. 407). So here. 
Comp. Col, ii, 12; Phil. ii. 1. éAéove is genitivus qualitatis, ‘‘ genitive of 
quality,” and Ocod jor depends on cridyyva éaéoue : for the sake of the com- 
passionate heart of our God. — iv oic] instrumental: by virtue of which. — 
ireoképato nuag avaroay é& im.] to be taken together : has visited us, etc., 
has become present to us with His saving help (comp. Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 10; 
Keclus. xlvi. 14 ; Judith vii. 33 ; Luke vit. 16). [See critical note, and Note 
XVIII, p. 260 seq.] Itis appropriate to avar. éZ iw., as the latter is personified. 
The figurative designation of the Messiah : Dayspring from on high, is bor- 
rowed from the rising of the sun (Rev. vii. 2; Matt. v. 45; Hom. Od. xii. 
4; Herod. iv. 8), or as is more in keeping with the é #yorov, from the 
rising of a bright-beaming star of the night (Num. xxiv. 17 ; Valck. ad Hur. 
Proen. 506), not (in opposition to Beza, Scultetus, Lightfoot, Wetstein) 
from an ascending shoot (NX, Isa. iv. 2; Jer. xxiii. 5, xxxiii. 15 ; Zech. 
ii. 8, vi. 12), against which may be urged 2 i. and éri@ava:.! Comp. Isa. 
ix, 2.—énidava] Infinitive of the aim. On the form see Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 25 £. —roi¢ év oxdrer x. ox. Oav. cadnu.| those who sit in darkness and 
(climactic) the shadow of death—a picturesque delineation of the people totally 
destitute of divine truth and the true f07 (judy, ver. 79). — The shadow of 
death (myn 3) is such a shadow as surrounds death (personified), and they 
are sitting im this shadow, because death is ruling among them, namely, in 
the spiritual sense, the opposite of the true life whose sphere is the light 
of divine truth. [See Note XVIII., p. 260 seq.] Moreover, comp. Isa. ix. 2, 
and on Matt. iv. 16 ; on cadyu. also, Niigelsbach, Anm. 2. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 65. 
—T0v katevdivac «.t.A.] The aim of éripdvac «.7.4., and so the final aim of 
éxeokéwaro x.T.A. Comp. on tov dovva, ver. 77. ‘‘Continuatur translatio, nam 
lux dirigit nos,” ‘‘The metaphor is continued, for the hght gwides us,” 
Grotius. Observe also the correlation of rod¢ médag with the preceding 
kadnwévorc. — etc dddv eipiy.| in viam ad salutem (Messianam) ducentem, ‘‘ lead- 
ing into the way to (Messianic) salvation.”  eipivy = Diy, opposite of all the 
misery denoted by cxéroc «.7.2; (hence not merely peace). It has another 
sense in Rom. iii. 17. But comp. Acts xvi. 17. 

Ver. 80. A summary account (comp. Judg. xiii. 24) of the further de- 
velopment of John. More particular accounts were perhaps altogether 
wanting, but were not essential to the matter here. —7igave] the bodily 
growing up, and, connected therewith : éxpar. zvebu., the mental gain- 
ing of strength that took place ei¢ rov ow avdpor. (Eph. iii. 16). Comp. 
the description of the development of Jesus, ii. 40, 52. puyxq is not men- 
tioned, for the rveiua is the jyenzovicdv, in whose vigor and strength the 


1 Bleek wishes to combine the two senses, is excluded by ver. 79 ; hence the inference 
and infers from this that the source whence drawn by Bleek (sce also his Minletl. p. 277 
Luke drew was Greek and not Hebrew, f.), and approved by Holtzmann, falls to the 
because TWD¥ would not have admitted a ground. The source may have been Greek; 
reference to the rising of the sun. But the but if it was Hebrew, MX need not haye 


whole mixing up of two incongruous figures _ stood in it. 
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Wuyh shares. Comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 217.—7v év roic éphyoic] in the 
well-known desert regions. It is the desert of Judah kav éoyfv that is meant 
(see on Matt. iii. 1). In that desert dwelt also the Hssenes (Plin. VW. H. vy. 
17). How far their principles and askesis, which at least could not have re- 
mained unknown to John, may have indirectly exercised an influence on his 
peculiar character, cannot be determined ; a true Essene this greatest and 
jast phenomenon of Israclitish prophecy certainly was not ; he belonged, 
jike some God-sent prophet higher than all partisan attitudes in the people, 
to the whole nation. — avadeiZewe ai:tov xpidc¢ t. Icp.] His being publicly made 
known to Israel, when he was announced to the Israelites as the forerunner 
of the Messiah. This was done on the command of God by John himself. 
See ill. 2-6. avdderErc is the making known (renuntiatio) of official nomina- 
tion ; Polyb. xv. 26. 4; Plut. Mar. 8 ; see Wetstein. Comp. x. 1. 


Norrs By AMERICAN Eprror. 


TV. Ver. 1. woAAol «.7.2. 


In regard to the writings here referred to Weiss agrees with Meyer, but doubts 
the propriety of including the ‘‘ Gospel to the Hebrews,” about which little 
can be proven that will warrant the assumption of its existence prior to the 
Gospel of Luke. 

It is very improbable that Mark’s Gospel is included here. 1. It is impos- 
sible to prove the dependence of Luke upon Mark, and this dependence is 
implied if the latter is included here. 2. Luke here refers to aclass of writings 
then existing. Now, ifthe class is represented by the Gospel of Mark, there 
were many somewhat detailed and complete histories of our Lord’s ministry 
in existence when Luke wrote. This is extremely improbable. Literature of 
that kind could not so entirely disappear. 3. Luke’slanguage does not imply 
incorrectness in these ‘‘ narratives,’’ but it certainly contains an allusion to the 
insufficiency of these writings. Weissed. Mey. calls attention to the fact that 
Luke elsewhere uses the verb ériyeruéw of unsuccessful attempts (Acts ix. 29 ; 
xix. 13). Suchan estimate of Mark’s Gospel would not agree with the fact that 
Luke’s narrative contains so much matter in common with it ; nor would the 
latter be likely to speak thus of a document which from the first was received 
as an authentic record of the life of Jesus. It was the existence of such his- 
tories as our canonical Gospels that swept out of view even the names of ihe 
efforts here referred to. 

Godet (Luke, p. 563, Am. ed.) thus describes the class of writings which the 
Evangelist had in mind : ‘‘ They were not organic works, all the parts of which 
were regulated by one idea, like our Gospels, and so they are lost : they were 
accidental compilations, simple collections of anecdotes or discourses ; but 
those works had their importance as a second stage in the development of 
Gospel historiography and a transition to the higher stage.’’ The first stage 
he regards as oral tradition, the last as that of our canonical Gospels. It will be 
seen that this view meets the requirements of Luke’s language, has historical 
and psychological probability in its favor, but of necessity rules out such a 
writing as the Gosp2l of Mark from the class of narratives spoken of by Luke. 
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V. Ver. 1. repi tov rAnpodopnuévor x.T.A. 


The rendering of the R. V. text (‘‘ which have been fulfilled ”) follows the 
Vulgate ; Godet and Weiss ed. Mey. prefer ‘“‘ have been accomplished,” but 
virtually accept the idea of a fulfilment. They urge, against Meyer, that the 
sense ‘‘bring to full conviction’? cannot be applied to things. The R. V. 
margin, ‘fully established,” seeks to avoid this difficulty by referring the par- 
ticiple to the objective proof rather than to the subjective conviction or belief. 
Hither of these views is lexically more defensible than that of Meyer. 


VI. Ver. 3. xadecie. 


This claim to chronological accuracy is not contrary to the view now held by 
most Harmonists, that Mark is more chronological in his arrangement than 
Luke. If he has in mind the fragmentary sketches of many writers (see Note 
IV., p. 256), then he only claims to reduce them to order. If he had the Gospel 
of Mark in his hands; then he follows its order closely enough, in the common 
matter, to vouch for its accuracy. Doubtless the harmonizers have done vio- 
lence to the Gospel narratives, but their labors have not been rendered unnec- 
essary, still less overthrown entirely, by recent exegesis. Textual criticism 
has, in fact, confirmed some of their positions on important points. 


VIL. Ver. 4. iva éncyvc x.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. rightly calls attention to the beautiful comments of Godet on 
this clause. Inasmuch as Meyer speaks of Luke’s dispassionate consciousness 
that Christianity ‘‘ had its firm basis of truth in the evangelical history of sal- 
vation,’’ and insists, moreover, on his ‘critical procedure” (see p. 219, foot- 
note), we have from him an argument against his own positions respecting 
some of the statements made by Luke in chaps. i. ii. The language of the Evan- 
gelistsin this prologue gives us something more than Luke's ‘‘ dispassionate 
consciousness ;’’ it shows how unlikely it is that any of his statements are his- 
torically chine: He tells us how he proceeded in writing his history, hints at the 
sources of his information, and only when he has given an objective ground of 
conviction speaks of the subjective certainty. Since Luke, of all authors, has 
been most abundantly proven to be an accurate historian, what he states re- 
specting events in the first century must be held for truth, until positive evi- 
dence of greater weight overthrows his testimony. 

Here, too, if anywhere, we are to find the clue to the origin ot the Synoptic 
Gospels. We have, in this prologue, intimations of oral apostolic tradition 
(ver. 2), of fragmentary written narratives (ver. 1), of patient individual re- 
search (ver. 3), for a given purpose (ver. 4), Given a man who could write a 
historical work such as the book of the Acts, it would seem that he could, under 
the conditions thus indicated, write a life of the Lord, in whom he fully 
believed, without manipulating the Gospel of Mark or copying some other ex- 
tended work unknown to us. Whatever influence the Holy Ghost wrought 
upon such a man would make against the style of book-making involved in 
the theory of interdependence. 
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VIII. Ver. 5 sqq. 


The two classes of phenomena, namely, the unexampled number of Hebra- 
izing peculiarities, and the constant recurrence of Luke’s characteristic expres- 
sions, can best be accounted for by supposing that Luke translated an Aramean 
document (or set of documents) obtained through his own research (ver. 3). 
But this does not involve a ‘‘manipulation,’ if by that is meant a material 
modification, On the lyrical passages, see in locis. 


IX. Ver. 9. eiceAbdv cig tov vadv Tov Kupiov. 


The R. V. renders: ‘‘ His lot was to enter into the temple of the Lord and 
burn incense,” thus agreeing with the Vulgate (and Winer). Certainly this 
view is grammatical. Meyer objects to it as ‘‘quite idle.” But the clause eiced- 
Gov «.7.Aa. is In emphatic position, and Meyer’s view does not suggest any 
ground for such emphasis. On the other hand, since the revelation through 
the angel took place in the sanctuary while Zacharias was burning incense, the 
author adds this clause to bring the place into prominence. So Godet, who, un- 
necessarily, however, takes the aorist participle as a pluperfect. The entering 
and offering are rather regarded as synchronous, as so often when an aorist 
participle is used. 


X. Ver. 27. é oixov Aavio. 


While the grammatical connection favors the reference of this phrase to 
Joseph, it by no means follows that Luke did not regard her as a descendant of 
David. (See on the genealogy, chap. ili.) Indeed, vv. 32, 69 are simply non- 
sense, unless Luke believed in her Davidic descent. Weiss ed. Mey. is disposed 
to refer the phrase to Mary alone, because Joseph’s lineage is afterward spoken 
of (chap. ii. 4), and the mention of it here would have no significance. But it 
is difficult to account for the introduction of t7¢ rap%évov in the next clause, if 
the phrase refers to Mary exclusively. 


XI. Ver. 32. zév Gpdvov A. «.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. substitutes here the following note: ‘‘If, however, the Son 
of Mary is clearly described as the Son of David promised in 2 Sam. vii. 13, 
Mary herself must be regarded as a descendant of David, since it is a mere 
evasion to say that the Messiah, as successor on the throne of David, can be 
called his Son and David His father (Bleek, Meyer).’’ 


XII. Ver. 35. 70 yevvapmevoy dytov «.T.A. 


The R. V. text accepts the view of Tertullian, Bengel, and others, but the 
Am. appendix gives substantially the view of Meyer: ‘‘ Wherefore also the holy 
thing which is begotten shall be called the Son of God,’’ which seems to be the 
only strictly grammatical rendering. 


XIII. Vy. 26-38. The Annunciation. 


Weiss ed. Mey. rejects most of the positions taken in Meyer’s remark. The 
following points of Weiss’ view are here presented : 1. This narrative is ‘‘noj{ 
incompatible’ with that of Matthew. 2. He omits the statement : ‘‘in conse- 
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quence of the circumstance,” etc. 3. The history of Joseph's perplexity (Matt. i. 
19 sqq.) does not exclude the annunciation to Mary ; and her silence was neither 
‘‘psychologically unnatural,’’ nor a violation of her duty as betrothed, since 
she could not expect Joseph to believe it. 4. Weiss further remarks: «‘ The 
question, whether the presupposition lying at the foundation of both accounts 
(namely, that Jesus was not begotten naturally by Joseph, but, in consequence of 
a supernatural operation of God, born of Mary) rests upon historical tradition 
or doctrinal hypothesis, cannot be settled by exegetical means.’’ But he insists 
strongly that the silence of Jesus, the unbelief of His brethren, and the demeanor 
of Mary are not incompatible with the historical character of the story of the 
miraculous conception. 

Godet (Luke, p. 59, Am. ed.) well observes: ‘‘A narrative so perfect could 
only haye emanated from the holy sphere within which the mystery was accom- 
plished. A later origin would have inevitably betrayed itself by some foreign 
element.” 

In the story of the angelic announcement to Zacharias, to which also Meyer 
ascribes a legendary origin, the same internal evidence of truthfulness appears. 
«The unhistorical inventions in the apocryphal Gospels’’ do much to prove the 
historical character of this narrative of Luke. It is only necessary to add that 
this part of the Gospel is obviously the result of the individual research made 
by the Evangelist. Are we then to think that such an author failed to assure 
himself of the truthfulness of his material? Doubtless he was as faithful in this 
respect as any modern historian, and it is yet to appear that he was not as 
competent to determine what constitutes valid historical testimony as any 
eritic of modern times. 


XIV. Ver. 46. 7 wWuy7 pov. 


Weiss. ed. Mey. (in accordance with his views as expressed in his Biblical 
Theology) denies the existence of any specific distinction between yuyf and 
xvetua in N. T. usage. ‘‘The soul is the zvevua which has entered into the 
flesh, and the rveiwa becomes’ soul in man. Both therefore stand here also 
only as varied designations for the same inner life of man, in which the praise 
of the Lord, now beginning with the mouth, must occur at the same time, if 
it is of the right kind, and in which is aroused the triumphant joy that contin- 
ually calls forth this thanksgiving,” 


XV. Ver. 56, éweive k.7.2. 


How long she remained is not stated, but ver. 57 does not forbid the view 
that she tarried until the birth of John, for Luke frequently anticipates thus in 
a closing sentence. Still, itis more probable that she returned to Nazareth 
before Elizabeth was delivered. The events recorded in Matt. i. 18-24 seem 
to have occurred after her return (so Andrews) ; see next Note. 


XVI. Vv. 39-56. 


Meyer does not notice here the far more natural supposition that the revelation 
to Joseph took place when Mary’s condition, after her return from the long visit 
to Elizabeth, was necessarily obvious. Weiss ed. Mey. objects to each point 
raised by Meyer against the possibility of reconciling the narratives. In fact, 
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he distinctly says that most of the difficulties indicated in Meyer's remark have 
no importance whatever. It is not necessary to give details; ‘‘the historical 
character of the Visitation of Mary stands or falls with that of the Annun- 
ciation.’’ All the considerations urged in Note XIII. (p. 258 seq.) ate quite as 
valid here. 

The Magnificat bears every internal evidence of early composition : the tone 
is that of the Old Testament believer on the threshold of the New Dispensation. 
A Christian, even a Jewish Christian, would have written in a somewhat differ- 
ent tone, emphasizing with more distinctness some of the prominent facts of 
salvation. Weiss ed. Mey. denies that the poetic splendor lifts this lyric out of 
the historical sphere, adding that ‘‘its poetic truth stands or falls with the hy- 
pothesis of the supernatural conception of Jesus,’’ No one was more likely to 
discover the truth on this point than a historian in the first century who made 
patient research, and was in all probability rewarded by the discovery of docu- 
ments containing the Magnificat and Benedictus. 


XVII. Vv. 68-79. The Benedictus. 


The song of Zacharias, as here recorded, bears every mark of genuineness. It 
is priestly, pious, paternal, poetic, and can well be regarded as uttered under 
the immediate influence of the Holy Ghost (ver. 68). ‘The entire absence of 
erroneous Messianic expectations stamps it as an inspired prophecy, while all 
the other internal phenomena indicate that Zacharias was its human author, in 
substance, and doubtless to a large extent in form. It therefore furnishes in 
itself a strong proof of the historical character of the whole group of incidents 
narrated in this chapter. ‘‘ Taking it as an expression of religious feeling, we 
discover the hopes of the human educator of John the Baptist, and thus obtain 
a hint of the real views of John himself and of the character of his ministry” 
(Int. Rev. Commentary, Luke, p. 21). 


XVIII. Vv. 69, 70,’etc. 


We group together in this note comments on a number of phrases in the 
Benedictus, differing from the views presented by Meyer. 

Ver. 69. Weiss ed. Mey. does not take cwrypiacg as a genitive of apposition, 
but explains the phrase: ‘‘a power of salvation, a power bringing salvation’’ 
(so Godet). 

Ver. 70. The Am. R. V. renders ‘‘of old” instead of ‘‘ since the world began;” 
so Weiss ed. Mey., who regards the Greek phrase (a7’ aiévoc) as popularly hyper- 
bolical. 

Ver. 73. Tov dovvas is regarded by Weiss as expressing the purpose of God in 
raising up the horn of salvation (ver. 69), or in the salvation itself (ver. 71), 
because the latter thought recurs in ‘‘ being delivered,”’ etc. 

Ver, 77. Weiss ed. Mey. joins ‘‘in the remission of their sins” with “ give,” 
regarding the remission preached by John the Baptist as that from which the 
people knew that deliverance was coming. But his grammatical objection to 
the other views is scarcely valid in interpreting a poetic passage of marked He- 
braizing character. 

Ver. 78. Weiss accepts the reading followed in the R.V. text ; the change to 
the future (éroxéperar) from the preceding aorists he regards as due to the 
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direct reference of the prophecy to John as the forerunner of the Messiah ; 
hence the Messianic salvation is future with respect to this forerunner. He 
explains ‘‘ dayspring” as meaning, not the Messiah Himself, but the Messianic 
salvation. But the future may, with equal correctness, be taken as more dis- 
tinctly prophetic of the speedy coming of the Messiah, over against the pro- 
phetic aorists, which are more general. 

Ver. 79. ‘‘ Death,” Weiss (ed. Mey.) thinks, is not personified, but ‘‘ the 
shadow of death” is a ‘‘ figure of the deepest misery, such as death brings with 
it.” He also seeks to exclude any special reference to spiritual darkness ; but 
the entire context favors this reference, 
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CHAPTER II. 


[Ver. 2. The article after atryis rejected by Tisch., recent editors, R.V. The 
evidence is strong (but see Meyer in exeg. notes). Tisch. has éyévero rpory, 
following S* D, but other editors do not accept this.]—Ver. 3. idiav] Lachm. 
Tisch. have éavrov, following B D L 8** Kus. [So recent editors, R. V.] An in- 
terpretation, which is further found completely in D (éavtov mazpida), S&* has 
éavtov. — Ver. 5. weuvnot. See on i. 27.— yvvaixi] is wanting in B C* (F) D L 
= &, min. vss. Fathers. Deleted by Lachm., and now also again by Tisch. An 
addition ; éuvnorevyévy was objectionable, hence yuvacxi was added, and in part 
éuvnorevi. was even deleted (Ver. Verc. Colb.), There was less probability that 
offence might be taken after Matt. 1.24 at yuvaxi. Cyril of Jerusalem expresses 
himself too obscurely in this respect. — Ver. 7. T7 gatvq] T7 18 wanting in pre- 
ponderating witnesses. It is deleted by Lachm. Tisch. The article was added 
here and at ver. 12, in order to designate the definile manger, i.e., the well-known 
manger of the Saviour.— [Ver. 9. Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., omit idov, 
following 8 B L, and versions.]— Ver. 12. keiwevov] BL PS & 8** min. Syv. 
utr. Vulg. codd. It. Kus. Arnob. and Tisch. have xa? xeiy. ; kai was easily in- 
serted to connect the two participles. [Tisch. VIII. omits ke/uevov also (so 8* D), 
but recent editors, R. V., accept the strongly-attested kai xeiuevov.] — Ver. 14. 
evdoxia] A B* D &, Goth. Sax. Vulg. It., Fathers, have eidoxiac. So Lachm. and 
Tisch. Recommended by Beza, Mill, Bengel, and others. There is considerable 
evidence on both sides, but it preponderates in favor of the genitive. Now, as 
the unfamiliar expression d$pwroe etdoxiac is not to be put down to the account 
of the transcribers, but, on the contrary, these, not apprehending the symmetry 
of the passage, had after the analogy of dééaand eipyvn sufficient inducement to 
put instead of eidoxiac the nominative likewise, eidoxiag is to be preferred. [So 
nearly all recent editors (and commentators), though the other reading is 
usually noticed in the margin (so R. V.). Godet, as usual, follows the Ree.}] — 
Ver. 15. «ai of GvOpwz0l] is wanting in B L = &, min. Syr. Perss. Ar. p. Copt. 
Sahid. Arm. Vulg. It. Eus. Aug. Bracketed by Lachm. Deleted by Tisch. [re- 
cent editors, R.V.]. But the homoeoteleuton (dyyedo. . . . avOpwror) the more 
easily gave occasion to the omission, as the words are superfluous and there was 
no motive for their addition. — Ver. 17. dveyvopioav] Lachm. Tisch. have éyvo- 
pioav, following B D L #8, min. Eus. [So recent editors, R. V.] But the 
syllable AI after dé was more easily passed over than added, especially as the 
simple form was present in ver. 15. — Ver. 20. Instead of iméorpepav, Elz. has 
éxéoTpeway ; and at ver. 21, instead of aitév: To zadiov, in opposition to pre- 
ponderant evidence. — Ver. 33. "Iwan kat 7 pjtnp abrod) BDL 8, min. vss. 
(also Vulg.) Or. and several Fathers have 6 rar)p avrov Kk. 4 rnp. So Gries- 
bach and Tisch. (who after p#rnp retains airot). The mention of the father gave 
offence, and inthis place the name might be introduced instead of it, but not 
appropriately also at ver. 48. — Ver. 37. 6¢] Lachm. and Tisch. have éw¢, in ac- 
cordance withA BL & &* min. Copt. Sahid. Ar. p. Vulg. codd. It. Aug. Rightly ; 
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the dc, frequently used in the case of numbers, intruded itself. — Ver. 38. aizn] 
on preponderant evidence, and because «ai airy presented itself mechanically 
from ver. 37, is to be deleted, with Lachm. and Tisch.—[® BDL, and good 
versions, read Oe (instead of kvpiw) ; accepted by Tisch., recent editors, R. V. 
The change is readily accounted for ; the clause was referred to Christ in conse- 
quence of the following airov ; so Weiss.] — év ‘Iepova.] év is wanting in B & IL 
8, min. vss. (including Vulg. ms. and codd. It.) and Fathers, and is condemned 
by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition from misunderstand- 
ing. — Ver. 39, tv méAwv adbtov] Lachm. and Tisch. have méAjw éavtév. In ac- 
cordance with decisive evidence éavrav is to be adopted ; but the omission of 
THv 1s only attested by B D* 8 1. [This evidence is decisive against rv ; so re- 
cent editors.] — Ver. 40. mveviuari] has testimonies against it of such weight, 
and it can so little conceal its origin from i. 80, that with reason it is condemned 
by Mill and Griesb., excluded by Lachm. and Tisch. — Ver. 42. avaBdavtwr] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have dvaGawdvTwr, in accordance with A BK L XII 8, min. 
Vulg. codd. It. A copyist’s error ; the aorist is necessary. [Recent editors, R.V., 
accept the present ; Weiss thinks the aorist is a conformation to ver. 43.] — ei¢ 
‘Tepoo.] is wanting in BDL &, min. vss. Tisch. It betrays itself by the form 
‘Tepooovua as an addition of another hand. — Ver. 43. éyvw’lwoy¢ «. 4 uAtnp aitov] 
BDL, min. vss. (including Vulg. and codd. It.) Jerome have éyvacay oi yoveic 
aitod. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Comp. also 
Rinck on Matt. xxiv. 36, LI regard oj yoveic airov as written in the margin from 
ver. 41. Comp. on ver. 33. Were it original, and had "Iwo. «. 7 wATnp avrov been 
subsequently put for it, why should not this alteration have been already un- 
dertaken before at ver. 41 (where only codd. It. have: Joseph et Maria)? and 
why should éyywcav (which would have stood originally) not have been left? 
This plural so naturally suggested itself, even with the words of the Recepla, 
that some witnesses for the Recepta (A, for instance) actually read it. [Meyer’s 
explanation assumes more consistency on the part of the copyists than can be 
proven. So Weiss, who, with recent editors (and R. V.), follows the weighty 
uncials.] — Ver. 45. After etpdvrec Elz. Scholz have avrév (Lachm. in brackets), 
in opposition to B C* DL 8, min. Arm. Aeth. Vulg. codd. It. <A current ad- 
dition. — (jroivrec] nearly the same witnesses have avatnroivrec. So Lachm. 
and Tisch. From ver. 44. [But the evidence is decisive for the compound 
form ; so recent editors, R. V. ] 


The genuineness of the portion from ch, i. 5 to the end of ch. ii. has been contested 
by Evanson (The Dissonance of the four generally received Evangelists, ete., Ipswich 
1792), J. E. Chr, Schmidt (in Henke’s Magaz. vol. III. p. 473 ff.), Horst (Henke’s 
Museum, I. 3, p. 446 ff.), C. C. L. Schmidt (in the Repert. f. d. Literat. d. Bibel, 
I. p. 58 ff.), Jones (Sequel to Ecclesiastical Researches, etc., London 1803), Eich- 
horn, Hinl. I. p. 630f. Baur reckons the section among the portions which have 
been introduced into our Gospel by the agency of a reviser (the author of the 
Acts of the Apostles). See his Markusevang. p. 218 ff. Butthe genuineness was 
defended by Ammon (Nova Opuse. p. 32 ff.), Stiskind (Symbolae, II. p. 1 ff.), von 
Schubert (de infantiae J. Ch. historiae a Matth. et Luc. exhibitae authenlia atque 
indole, Gripeswald. 1815), Reuterdahl (Obss. crit. in priora duo ev. Luc. capita, 
Lond. 1823), Bertholdt, Paulus, Schott, Feilmoser, Credner, Neudecker, 
Kuinoel, Volkmar, Guericke, and almost all the more recent writers. In oppo- 
sition to Baur, see also Késtlin, p. 306 ff. — The genuineness is rendered certain 


264 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


by the external testimonies without exception. It is true that the section was 
wanting in the Gospel of Marcion (see Tertullian, c. Mare. iv. 7); but Marcion 
mutilated and falsified the Gospel of Luke in accordance with his dogmatic 
aims, and thus formed his Gospel, which, according to Tertullian, Epiphanins, 
Origen, and others, began: "Ev éres revrexawexdtw tio Hyewoviac TiBepiov Kai- 
capoc 6 Ode KaTAAbev el¢ Kapapraoip, row rH¢ Tadtdalac, Kal jv OWdoxwv év Tole o63- 
Baow (iii. 1, iv. 31). And the internal characler of the section, much as it differs 
from the preface by its Hebraic coloring in accordance with the sources made 
use of, contains the same peculiarities of Luke as are apparent in the other 
portions of the Gospel and in the Acts of the Apostles (see Gersdorff, p. 160 ff. ; 
Credner, I. p. 182 ff.), and betrays in the whole peculiar character of the repre- 
sentation documental sources, whose characteristic and in part highly poetic 
stamp Luke with correct tact has known how to preserve in working them up. 
We may add, that a reason against the genuineness can as little be derived from 
Acts i. 1 as a conclusion in its favor can be gathered from Luke i. 3. For there 
mention of the Gospel is made only as regards its main contents ; and the avobev 
at Luke i. 3 would, even if i. 5-1i. 52 were not genuine, find warrant enough in 
the beginning of the history from the emergence of John and in the genealogy 
contained in the third chapter. 


Vv. 1, 2. See especially Huschke, wb. den 2. Zeit d. Geburt J. Chr. ge- 
halt. Census, Breslau 1840 (Hoeck, Rom. Gesch. Bd. I. Abth. Il.) ; Wieseler, 
chronol. Synopse, p. 73 ff.; vonGumpachin the Stud. wu. Krit. 1852, p. 663 #f., 
where also the older literature is specified, and in his Aritik und Antikritik, 
Tleidelb. 1853 ; Zumpt, Commentatt. epigraph. Il. p. 73 ff. ; Kohler in 
Herzog’s Hncyhl. XII1., p. 463 ff.; Aberle in the theol. Quartalschr. 1865, 
p-103ff.; Gerlach, d. Rimischen Siatthalter in Syr. u. Judéa, 1865, p. 22 f£., 
44 ff. ; Strauss, die Hulben u. d. Ganzen, 1865, p. 70 ff.; Hilgenfeld in his 
Zeitschr. 1865, p. 408 ff. —[See Note XIX., p. 287. ] 

Ver. 1. ’Ev raic juépaic éx.| approximate specification of time in relation to 
the principal contents of what precedes, the birth of the Baptist.— déyua] an 
ordinance, an edict. — axoypadecSac] that there should be recorded, cannot at all 
be meant of a mere registration, which Augustus had caused to be made (if 
also with the design of regulating in future a taxing of the Jews) for a statis- 
tical object, possibly with a view to the Breviarium imperii which he wrote 
with his own hand (in which ‘‘ opes publicae continebantur ; quantum civ- 
ium sociorumque in armis ; quot classes, regna, provinciae, tributa aut vecti- 
galia et necessitates ac largitiones,” Tacitus, Ann. i. 11), as isheld by Kuinoel, 
Olshausen, Ebrard, Wieseler, Ewald, and older expositors, but must, on ac- 
count of ver. 2, be placed on the same footing in respect of its nature with 
the census Quirinii, and is therefore to be regarded as the direct registration 
into the tazx-lists, belonging to the census proper (aroripyove, riunua) and form- 
ing its essential elements, as, in fact, aroypddew, aroypddecSat, aroypadh (Acts 
y. 37) are the standing expressions for the recording of estate, whether in af- 
fairs of law-procedure (see Reiske, Ind. Dem. p. 68 f.; Hermann, Staatsal- 
terth. § 136. 13), or in those of taxing (Plato, Legg. vi. p. 754.D ; Polyb. x. 


1 Acts xvii. 7; Theodotion, Dan. ii. 18; Dem. 278. 17, 774. 19; Plat. Legg. i. p. 644D; and 
the passages in Wetstein. 
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17. 10 ; and see Elsner and Wetstein).'— racay ry olixovy.|] not : the whole 
of Palestine (Flacius, Clavis ; Paulus, Hug, and others), to which the ex- 
pression is never limited,? not even in Josephus, Anft. viii. 13. 5, but, as the 
context by wapd Kaicapog Abyovcrov imperatively requires, the whole Roman 
empire (orbis terrarum).? Wence the Roman emperors were called xbpuoe rie 
oixovuévng (Franz, Corp. Inser. III. p. 205). Luke narrates a general census 
of the empire (Huschke); and even the limitation of the meaning merely to 
a general provincial census (Wieseler) has no foundation at all in the text, 
any more than the fanciful suggestion of Lange (LZ. J. I. 1, p. 93), that 
Mary, who is assumed as the source of information for the history of the in- 
fancy, had, ‘‘in accordance with the policy of a lofty feminine sentiment,” 
referred the determination of Herod, to undertake a census in Palestine, back 
to the Emperor Augustus as its originator, and that Luke ‘in his kindly 
truth,” had not wished to alter the account, and hence had ‘‘by way of 
gentle correction” inserted ver. 2.4 

Ver. 2. In a critical respect no change is to be made. Lachmann has, 
indeed, struck out the article before aroyp. (in which Wieseler, and now 
also Tischendorf agree with him), but the witnesses which omit it are only 
B D (the latter having éyévero aroypagy mpéry), 8 (2) 1381, Eus. ; and how 
easily might 7, which in itself is superfluous (see Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 105 
[E. T. 221]; Bremi, ad Lys. Exc. II. p. 486 ff.), be merged in the last letter 
of airy! If 7 is not read, atry is the subject, and azoyp. zp. is the predicate 
(this became the jirst aroypady). [See critical note, and note XX., 
p. 287.] Beza, ed. 1, 2, 3, Pfaff, Valckenaer have declared the entire verse to 
be an interpolated scholion ; but this is a violent suggestion opposed to all 
the evidence. Conjectures are given by Huetius: KvivridAiov ; Heumann : 
Kpoviov (= Saturnini); Valesius : Sarotpvivov ; Michaelis: mpérn éyéveto Tpd 
THC tyewovebovroc K.T.A., al.; see Bowyer, Conject. I. p. 117 ff. —The observa- 
tion contained in ver. 2, which, moreover, is not to be put in a parenthesis, 
is intended to tell the reader that this census was the first of those held 
under the presidency of Quirinius, and consequently to guard against con- 
founding it with that which was held about eleven years later (Acts v. 387). 
The words signify : This census was the first while Quirinius was praeses of 
Syria.’ There was known, namely, to the reader a second census of Quiri- 
nius (Acts, /.¢.); but the one recorded at present was the jirst, which oc- 


curred under the Syrian presidency of this man.° 


10n the subject-matter itself, see 
Huschke, wb. d. Census u. d. Steuerverfass. 
d. friihern Rom. Kaiserzeit, Berl. 1847. 

2 Justin, c. 77. 78, has: aroypaphs ovens év 
7H lovdata tore mpwtys. But this ev 77 “lovd. 
manifestly has its reference to mpdrns. 
Comp. Ap. i. 34, p. 75 E. 

3 See the passages in Wetstein, and comp. 
Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 215; Maetzner, 
Lycurg. p. 100. 

4 See, in opposition to this, Ebrard, p. 169 f. 
Comp. also Auberlen, Daniel u. d. Apok. 
p. 248 f. 


It is true that history is 


5 Not: it took place jirst, 2when,—came to 
be carried out not earlier than when Quiri- 
nius, etc. Lichtenstein, p. 81 f., comes ulti- 
mately to this meaning. How can this be 
expressed by zp7n? Instead of zpuéry Luke 
must have written precisely the opposite, 
namely, torepov, or vaotepoy dy éyéveTo K.T.A. 
Hofmann is similarly mistaken, Schr7/ibew. 
TDS pst20) ts 

6 Quite definitely Justin also says, in 
agreement with Luke, that Christ was 
born ért Kupyviov (Apol. i. 46), and even that 
His birth was to be seen é« Tay amoypapay 
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at variance with this clear meaning of the words as they stand. For at the 
time of the birth of Jesus, according to the definite testimony of Tertullian 
(c. Mare. iv. 19), Q. Sentius Saturninus was governor of Syria ; Publius Sul- 
picius Quirinius did not become so till about ten years later.'| But this va- 
riance does not entitle us to have recourse to explanations inconsistent with 
linguistic usage or with the text. Explanations of this nature, which must, 
nevertheless, leave untouched the incorrect statement about the taxation as 
an imperial census, are (1) that of Herwart (Chronol. 241 f.), Bynaeus, 
Marck, Er. Schmid, Clericus, Keuchen, Perizonius (de Augustea orbis terrar. 
descript., Oxon. 1638), Ussher, Petavius, Calovius, Heumann, Storr, Sits- 
kind, and others, including Tholuck (Glaubwiirdigh. d. evang. Gesch. p. 184), 
Huschke, Wieseler, who holds that péry jjyeu. x.7.2. maeans: sooner than 
Quirinius was praeses. Comp. also Bornemann, Schol. p. Ixvi., and Ewald 
(Gesch. Chr. p. 140), who compares the Sanscrit and translates : ‘‘this tax- 
ation occurred much earlier (superlative) than when Quirinius ruled.” But 
instead of citing passages in which, as at John i. 15, xv. 18, zpdréc¢ twoe, 
according to the real meaning, 1s sooner than some one,* proofs ought to have 
been adduced for such a participial connection as in the passage before us ; 
but certainly not Jer. xxix. 2, where éeAvdvro¢ k.7.2. is a genitive absolute, 
even apart from the fact that the use of torepov there cannot vouch for our 
mpo7y. In a similarly erroneous manner Wiescler has adduced Soph. Ant. 
637 f., 701 f., 703 f. Luke would have known how to express the meaning : 
sooner than, etc., simply, definitely, and accurately, by xpd rod yeuovebew 
k.T-A. (comp. ver. 21, xii. 15 ; Acts xxiii. 15), or by zpiv, or rplv 7.° (2) The 
expedient of Beza, Casaubon (zercitatt. Antibaron. p. 126 f.), Jos. Scali- 
ger (de emend. temp. 4, p. 417), Grotius, Wernsdorf (de censw, quem Caes. 
Oct. Aug. fecit, Viteb. 1720), Deyling (Obdss. I. ed. 3, p. 242 f.), Nahmmacher 
(de Augusto ter censum agente, Helmst. 1758), Volborth (de censu Quir., 
Gott. 1785), Birch (de censu Quir., Havn. 1790), Sanclemente (de vulg. aerac 
Dionys. emend., Rom. 1793), Ideler (Handb. d. Chronol. IL. p. 394), Minter, 


TOV yevomévov émi Kupnviov tod vmerépov év 
*lovéala mpwtov yevouévov emeTpoToOV 
{procurator], Apol. i. 84; so that he in 
another erroneous manner (see Credner, 
Beitr. I. p. 230) makes the man to be Roman 
procurator in Judaea. This was Coponius, 
Joseph. Bell. ii. 8. 1. 

1 Between these two Quintilius Varus had 
been invested with this dignity, Joseph. 
Antt. xvii. 5.2. But the position that Quiri- 
nius had not been already governor of Syria 
at an earlier date (according to Zumpt, 
from 4 to 1 before Christ) must be adhered 


to, according to all the accounts given of , 


him by Josephus (especially Antt, xviii. 1. 
1). Comp. Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p.140f. The 
words ITERYM. SYRIAM. Of the Tiburtine in- 
scription are of too uncertain interpreta- 
tion, if the inscription applies to Quirinius, 
precisely to prove his twofold praesidium 
Syriae, since we know neither what stood 


after Syriam, etc., nor whether iterwm is to 
be referred forward or backward. Comp. 
Strauss, p. 75. What still remains of the 
whole damaged inscription runs thus (ac- 
cording to Mommsen in Bergmann) :— 
GEM. QVA. REDACTA. POT 
AYGYSTI. POPYLIQVE. ROMANI. SENATY 
SVPPLICATIONES. BINAS. OB. RES. PROSP 
IPSI. ORNAMENTA. TRIVMPH 
PRO. CONSYL. ASIAM. PROVINCIAMOP 
DIVI. AVGYSTI. ITERVM. SYRIAM. ET. PH. 
See Bergmann, de inscript. Latina ad LP. 
Sulp. Quir. Cos. a 742 ut videtur refer. 1851. 

2 Bernhardy, ad Dionys. Perieg. p. 770, 
and Eratosth. p. 122; Wesseling, a@ Herod. 
li. 2, ix. 27; Schaefer, ad Dion. Hal. c. vy. 
p. 228; Fritzsche, ad Rom. II. p. 421. 

3“ Profecto mirandum est, homines eru- 
ditissimos in ejusmodi interpretationum 
ludibria a praejudicatis opinionibus per- 
ductos labi,’? Valekenaer, p. 68. 


OSA ES Vig, 2 267 
(Stern d. Weisen, p. 88 ff.), Neander, Hug (Gutacht.), and others: that 
nyewovevovr. is here to be taken in a wider meaning, and that Quirinius had 
held that first axoypag7 in Syria as extraordinary commissioner of the em- 
peror, as to which appeal is made, partly in general to the imperial favor 
which Quirinius enjoyed, partly to Tac. Ann. iii. 48, according to which he 
was nearly about that time in the East with extraordinary commissions, 
partly to the analogy of the Gallic census held by Germanicus (Tac. Ann. i. 
31), and so forth. This expedient would only be possible, if jyeuov. stood 
by itself in the passage, and not ric Supiac beside it. And if jAyeuov. were 
meant proleptically : under the subsequent praeses (Lardner in Bowyer, Con- 
ject. I. p. 120; Miinter), Luke could hardly have proceeded more awkwardly 
than by thus omitting the point whereon his being understood depended 
(Gt must have been expressed in some such way as Kupyviov tov iorepov jyeu. 
the Suptac). (8) Gerlach thinks that at the time of Christ’s birth Varus, 
indeed, was jyenov of Syria, but Quirinius was placed by his side as legatus 
Caesaris proconsulari potestate for the purpose of making war upon the Ho- 
monades, and had at that time — consequently likewise as 7yeuev —under- 
taken the census, which, however, he brought to no right conclusion, and 
only carried out subsequently under his second praesidium. But granted 
that the Tiburtine inscription (see upon that subject Gerlach, p. 25, 39 ff.), 
which Huschke refers to Agrippa, Zumpt to Saturninus, is rightly referred, 
with Sanclemente, Nipperdey, Bergmann, and Gerlach, to Quirinius, and 
that a twofold legatio of the latter to Asia took place : how could Luke 
with his simple and plain words intend to designate that complicated his- 
torical relation and leave the reader to guess it? To the latter Quirinius 
presented himself only as ordinary and single praeses of Syria. Compare, 
moreover, what is said afterwards in opposition to von Gumpach. (4) At 
variance with the text is the expedient of Paulus, who substantially is fol- 
lowed by Gersdorf, Gléckler, Krabbe, Mack (Bericht wb. Strauss, hrit. Beard. 
d. Leb. J. p. 84 ff.), Hofmann, Weissag. uw. Hrf. Il. p. 54, Ebrard, Lange, 
LT. J. Wl. 1, p. 94 (comp. also Tholuck, Glaubwiirdigk. p. 184 f£., and Olshau- 
sen): that the word is to be accented as airy (ipsa) : the first recording itself 
took place while Quirinius, etc.; the issuing of the edict ensued at the time 
of the birth of Jesus, but the census itself did not occur till under Quirinius.' 
This is erroneous, as in fact ver. 3 relates the very carrying out? of the arxoy- 
padecSar, and this ver. 3 ff. must be conceived as following immediately upon 
the edict. (5) Von Gumpach lays stress on éyévero,* whereby he regards 


taxation of Quirinius. This is a makeshift, 
which imputes to Luke a very enigmatical 
and awkward use of the word aroypady. 

3 So also does Kohler, who besides, with 
Hofmann and Ebrard, lays stress on the 
fact that the passage runs not as 7 mpurn, 
but simply mpé7. Luke is thus made to 
say: this taxation was completed as the first 


1 Gléckler, Krabbe, Mack, and Tholuck, 
however, do not hold the accentuation 
av7TH as requisite, and Kohler rejects it. 

2 Bbrard, p. 177, wishes to set aside this 
difficulty by the explanation that while an 
amoypapecOar in the sense of a registration 
already occurred at the time of the birth of 
Jesus, Luke availed himself of the double 


meaning of amoypapy, which also signifies 
the actual census, ‘in an easy and unre- 
strained manner” to set forth how the work 
begun in the registration was completed in the 


taxation, ete. ; it was, namely, begun doubt- 
less, but was soon sfopped and was only 
carried out under Quirinius. Comp. already 
Calvin and Gerlach above. Nothing of this 
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Luke as indicating that in ver. 1 he has spoken only of the placing on the 
register, and would not have the same confounded with the actual leoying of 
taxation, which was not carried into execution until under Quirinius. Against 
this it may be urged that Luke would have known how to express the real- 
ization, as contrasted with what was intended, otherwise than by the simple 
éyévero, or that he would at least have placed this word, and that witha more 
precise definition (évtwe dé éyévero, or the like), at the head of the sentence ; 
as well as that he, in order to have the aroypad# recognized as something 
different from and later than the mere registration, must have made use of 
another word, and not again of aroypadg so similar to the aroypagecda. (6) 
Aberle seeks by learned combination to show that even before the death of 
Herod Quirinius had actually become praeses Syriae, but that as rector juven- 
tutis to the emperor’s grandson Caius, he was still temporarily detained in 
Rome by Augustus,’ and his governorship remained virtually unknown in 
the east and west, but is to be assigned to the year 749. But while there is 
certain attestation that he was rector juventutis to Caius (Tacitus, Ann. iii. 
48), in which post he was succeeded by Lollius (see Zumpt, p. 102), there is 
no evidence at all for the assumption of a contemporary praesidium Syriae, 
which he must have held nominally (thus somewhat like an episcopus in par- 
tibus). And how should this state of things, which had remained unknown 
and was only noticed by jurists and notaries for the sake of the dating of 
documents, have become known to Luke in particular, and have been left 
by him without any explanation, in such a way that from his words we can 
only understand the praeses Syriaein the primary and usual sense, according 
to which the praeses resides in his province and administers the same ?— It 
is not to be inferred, moreover, from the ignorance which Luke betrays at 
Acts v. 36 ff., that the addition rpéry proceeds not from Luke, but from an 
older Jewish-Christian writer (Késtlin, p. 245); for that ignorance con- 
cerned not the census of Quirinius, but the time of the insurrection of Theu- 
das. — 7yeuov.] the general word for the post of a chief, here shown by the 
context (r#¢ Supiac) to be used of the provincial chief, praeses (proconsul). 
Comp. Joseph. Antt. xviii. 4. 2: In Luke iii. 1, 
used of the Procurator. — Kupyviov] P. Sulpicius Quirinius previously in the 
year 742 consul, praeses of Syria in the years 6-11 after Christ, died in Rome 
in the year 21 after Christ. See Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 18 f.; Gerlach, l.c. 
His name is usually written Quwirinus ; by others (so Wetstein, Valckenaer, 
Ewald, Gerlach, al.), Quirinius. In the case of the Roman writers (espe- 
cially Florus, iv. 12. 41; Tacitus, Ann. ii. 30, ii. 22. 48) the manuscripts 
vary ; from a coin and inscription, which have Qwirinus, nothing can be 


Lupiacg tv yyewoviay Exwv. 


appears in the text, and the article with 
mpoT would make no difference at all, 
since, as is well known, the ordinal num- 
bers may stand with or without an article 
(Poppo, ad Thucyd. ti. 70. 5, iv. 90. 8, Goth.). 

1 Varus having in the mean while contin- 
ued still to exercise the powers of gov- 
ernor. As well according to Gerlach as 
according to Aberle, Varus is held to have 


already, at the time of Christ’s birth, filled 
the office of: governor in Syria, which, 
moreover, Norisius, Cenotaph. Pis. IL. p. 82 
f., and others maintained. But this is at 
variance with Tertullian, 7.c., comp. ¢c. 7, 
where it can only be regarded as a very 
arbitrary assumption that Saturninus is no 
longer meant as governor, 
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decided in view of the great doubt as to their genuineness.! But it is cer- 
tain that among the Greeks (Strabo, xii. 6, p. 569; Josephus, Justin Martyr) 
the name is written with the termination IOS ; and, as this manner of writ- 
ing is at all events decidedly correct in our passage (C D E F, etc., includ- 
ing &, likewise Eusebius, Chrysostom, etc.), whereas among the codices 
only B reads Kupeivov (hence Lachmann reads Kvpivov), the form Quirinius, 
which easily became confounded with the familiar Roman word Quirinus 
(= Quirinalis), is to be preferred. The confusion occurred the more easily, 
as Quirinus, Kupivoc (Plutarch), or Kupivoc (Leon. phil. 1) was also a Roman 
name. At all events, Luke himself had in his mind the name Quirinius. 


Remarx.—[See Note XXI., p. 287 seq.] The statement of Luke, so far as it 
affirms that at the time of the birth of Christ an imperial census was taken, and 
that it was the first that was provincially carried out by the Syrian praeses Qui- 
rinius, is manifestly incorrect. For (1) the praesidiwm of Quirinius is placed 
about ten years too early ; and (2) an imperial census, if such an one should 
have been held at all at the time of the birth of Jesus (which, however, cannot 
from other sources be proved, for the passages of Christian authors, Cassiodorus, 
Var. iii. 52, Suidas, s.v. aroypad7, plainly depend on the narrative of Luke, as 
also does the chronologically erroneous statement of Isidor. Orig. v. 36. 4), can- 
not have affected Palestine at all,? since it had not yet become a Roman province, 
which did not happen till 759. And, indeed, the ordaining of so abnormal and 
disturbing a measure in reference to Palestine—a measure, which assuredly 
would not be carried through without tumultuary resistance—would have been 
so uncommonly important for Jewish history, that Josephus would certainly 
not have passed it over in absolute silence (Antt. xvii. 1. 1 does not bear on it); 
especially as it was not the rex socius himself, Herod, but the Roman governor, 
who was, according to Luke (in opposition to Wieseler), the authority conduct- 
ing it. But (3) the holding withal of a general census of the empire under 
Augustus is historically altogether unvouched for ; it isa matter of history (see 
the Monum. Ancyran. in Wolf, ed. Sueton. II. p. 369 ff.; comp. Sueton. Aug. 27) 
that Augustus thrice, in 726, 746, and 767, held a census populi, i.e., a census of 
the Roman citizens, but not also of the whole provinces of the empire (see, in 
opposition to Huschke, Wieseler, p. 84 ff.). Should we, on the other hand, as- 
sume, with Wieseler, that the census had only the provinces in view and had 
been taken up in the different provinces in different years, and with the utmost 
indulgence to provincial peculiarities,—the object aimed at being the settling of 
an uniform system of taxation (comp. Savigny in the Zeitschr. fiir geschichtt. 
Rechtswiss. VI. p. 350), the text of Luke wouldstand opposed toit. For, accord- 
ing to that text, (a) the whole Roman empire is subjected to a census ; (b) this quite 
universal census is ordained at once in the edicl, which, on Wiescler’s hypothe- 
sis of the gradual and indulgent mode of its execution by the politic Augus- 
tus, would have been imprudent ; and (c) it is represented as an actual tax- 
census, aS was the well-known (according to Luke, second) census Quirinii, in 
which case the alleged indulgence is imported. 

Nevertheless, criticism pronounces judgment on itself, when it designates the 
whole account as to the census as an invention of legend (Strauss ; comp. 


1 See Gerlach, p. 37, who cites another from Marini, Act. II. 782. 
inscription, which actually reads Quirinio, 2 See Mommsen in Bergm. p. iv. ff. 
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Kern, Urspr. des Evang. p. 113 ff.; Weisse, I. p. 236), or even of Luke (B. 
Bauer), which is made in order to bring Mary with Joseph to Bethlehem. Comp. 
the frivolous opinion of Hichthal, II. p. 184 f. What a strange and dispropor- 
tionate machinery for this purpose! No; something of the nature of a census, 
and that by command of the emperor, must have taken place in the Roman 
empire '—a registration, as regards which it is quite an open question whether 
it was taken with or without a design to the future regulation of taxation, or 
merely had for its aim the levying of statistics. The consolidating aims of the 
government of Augustus, and, in reference to Palestine, the dependence of the 
vassal-king Herod, take away from it all historical improbability, even apart 
from the analogous measure—that had already preceded it—of the survey of 
the whole Roman empire instituted by Augustus (Frontinus in the Auct. rei 
agrar., ed. Goes. p. 109 ; Aethicus Ister, Cosmogr., ed. Gronov. p. 26). Further, 
as Quirinius was not at that time praeses, he can only have acted in this 
statistical measure as extraordinary commissioner, which is the less improbable, 
because apart from this he was then in the East by order of the emperor (see 
above), and because the politic Augustus very naturally as to that business put 
more confidence in an approved impartial commissioner than in the reges socii 
themselves or in the interested proconsuls. And this action of Quirinius en- 
ables us to understand how tradition, in the gradual obscuring and mixing up 
of its recollections, should have made him praeses Syriae at that time, since he 
was so subsequently, and how the registration in question was made into a census, 
because subsequently he actually as Syrian governor? had charge of a census ; and 
from this mixing up of times and matters resulted at the same time the desig- 
nation of the aroypady as tpoOry, Which occurred nyeuovetovtog tie Supiac Kv- 
pnviov. Thus Luke has narrated what actually happened in the erroneous form 
which it received from the tradition. But if we conceive of the dxoypady as 
merely a revision of the genealogical family registers (Schleiermacher, Olshausen, 
ed. 1, Bleek), which probably was ordained only by the spiritual authorities, 
and perhaps had reference merely to the family of David, it is no longer easy to 
see how Luke, or the source from which he drew, could make out of it some- 
thing thoroughly and specifically different. According to Schweizer in the 
theol. Jahrb. 1847, p. 1 ff., Luke has really in the passage before us, at variance 
with iii. 1, made Jesus be born in the year of the taxing of Quirinius, Acts v. 
37, and thus long after the death of Herod,—in spite of his own distinct state- 
ment, i. 5 !—The hypotheses, moreover, that Luke intended by the enrolment 
of Jesus (?) in the register of the Empire to point to the universal destination of 
the Redeemer (Wieseler ; comp. Erasmus, Bengel, and already Theophylact and 
Euthymius Zigabenus), or to the coincidence of the birth of the Messiah and the 
redemption of Israel with the political bondage of the people (Ebrard), or to the 
manner in which Jesus in His mother’s womb was most surprisingly dealt with 


1 Possibly of the population, of the civil 
and military resources, of the finances, etc., 
as, according to Tacitus, Ann. i. 11, the 
Breviarium totius imperii (Sueton. Octavr. 
28,101) of Augustus contained columns of 
that kind. See above onver. 1. 

2 Aberle, indeed, calls this in question, 
holding that Quirinius was at the later 
census merely a simple Legatus Caesaris. 


Although Josephus does not expressly name 
him ynyexwr, he is still, in Anté. xviii. 1. 1, 
sufficiently indicated as such. Comp. Hil- 
genfeld, p. 413 ff. Apart from this, the ex- 
pression nyenovevorvtos in the passage before 
us is only an erroneously anticipating reflex 
of that, which subsequently Quirinius was in 
Jacl, and notoriously, as respects his real 
census attended by consequences so grave. 
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as a Roman subject (Hofmann), are purely arbitrary creations of that subjectiv- 
_ity, which has the utmost delightin discovering a mystical reference behind 
every simple historical statement. 


Ver. 3 ff. Ilayrec] in the Jewish land, for which ver. 2 has prepared, and 
see ver. 4. Obviously only all those are meant, who did not dwell in their 
idia réAuc 3 éExacroc isa distributive apposition (Ameis on Homer, Od. x. 397). 
— ele t. iiav 76d] the more precise definition is furnished by ver. 4. [See 
critical note.]| This statement, too, does not suit a census proper ; for to 
this every one was required to subject himself at his dwelling-place, or at 
the place where he had his forwm originis (see Huschke, p. 116 ff.), where- 
as in our passage the Jewish principle of tribe is the basis. And if the mat- 
ter were not a census, but a mere registration (see above), there was no 
reason for departing from the time-hallowed division of the people, or for 
not having the matter carried out in Jewish form. The actual historical state 
of the case shines here through the traditional dress of a census. — 76/vv Aav. | 
The city where David was born, 1 Sam. xvii. 11. — BedAeéu] see on Matt. 
ii, 1. — é£ olxov x. marpiac Aav.| The tribes proceeding from the sons of Jacob 
were called gvaai (MWD) ; the branches proceeding from the sons of these 
patriarchs, rarpiat (INDWD) ; the single families of such a tribal branch, 
olxoe (M38 03).? Joseph was thus of the family descending from David, 
and belonged to the same branch of the tribe to which David had belonged. 
A circumstantial designation of this important relationship. As to ratpud, 
moreover, see on Eph, iii. 15. — civ Mapidu| does not belong to avéBy (Pau- 
lus, Hofmann, Ebrard), but to aroypaw. beside which it stands : in order to 
have himself enrolled with Mary, etc. But that Mary had of necessity to 
share the journey with him (which was not requisite in the case of a census, 
when only the names of the women and children had to be specified,’ 
is the less to be supposed, as in the main the form of the execution 
of the droypaoy was the Jewish one, ver. 38. Nevertheless, wives (in this 
case Mary as one betrothed, who according to Jewish law was placed on 
the same footing as the wife) had to be likewise entered in the register, which 
must have been amatter of Roman enactment, but for which it was not nec- 
essary that they should come personally with their husbands to the spot. 
We have consequently to abide by the view that Mary undertook the jour- 
ney with her husband voluntarily, according to her own and Joseph’s wish, 
in order to remain under the protection of her betrothed (not exactly on ac- 
count of the troublous times,—an idea which Ebrard imports). There are 
various arbitrary hypotheses, such as : that she travelled with him on account 
of the poll-tax (Huschke) ; that she wished still as a maiden to represent 
her father’s house, and longed after Bethlehem in the theocratic feeling 
of maternity (Lange) ; that the command for the taxing extended also 
to the children and contained a definite point of time, just about which 
Mary expected her delivery (von Gumpach). And the hypothesis that 


1 See Kypke, I. p. 213 ; Winer, Realwérterd. 2 Dion. Hal. iv. 14; See Strauss, I. p. 235, 
3.v. Stimme ; Gesenius, Zhes. I. p. 193, ILI. and Huschke, p. 121, in opposition to Tho- 
p. 1463. luck, p. 191. 
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Mary was an heiress, who had an estate in Bethlehem (Michaelis, Kui- 
noel, Olshausen ; with hesitation Bleek and Kohler), is utterly unfounded as 
regards Luke in particular, since he has not the smallest trace of any earlier 
connection with Bethlehem and makes Mary in her travail not find even 
friendly lodging there. — rq éuvyor. ai7@] Thus, according to Luke, she was 
still only his betrothed (i. 27 ; Matt. i. 18), and the marriage was not yet 
completed. At variance with Matt. i. 24. [See Note XXIL., p. 288.] A dif- 
ferent form assumed by the tradition of the virgin birth. Evasive sug- 
gestions are resorted to by Beza, Grotius, and others, including Schegg and 
Bisping (that Luke expresses himself thus, because Joseph had only con- 
ducted himself as one betrothed towards Mary). — oon éyxiw] not : because 
she was pregnant (von Gumpach), but : who was pregnant (Acts xxiv. 24 ; 
Rom. i. 16, and frequently). The observation forms the transition to what 
follows. 


Remarx.—From Mary’s sharing in the journey we are not to conclude that 
she likewise was of the family of David (Grotius, Kuinoel, and others). [See 
Notes X., XI., p. 258.] She journeyed voluntarily with Joseph as his future 
wife, and Joseph journeyed as a member of the house of David. If Luke had 
had in his mind the thought that Mary shared the journey as a descendant of 
David, he must have written, and that at the end of ver. 5, did 76 elvat adrodc 
«7.4. But comp, on i. 36, and on Matt. i. 17, Remark 2. 


Ver. 6 f. ’Exdgodyoav ai jépat tod Texetv abtqv] comp. 1. 57. The suppo- 
sition (see as early as Protevang. Jac. 17) that Mary was surprised by the 
pains of labor on the way, is set aside by the év 76 elvac abrode éxet. And 
probably she had hoped to be able to finish the journey before her delivery. 
‘‘Non videtur scisse, se vi prophetiae (Mic. v. 2) debere Bethlehemi parere, 
sed providentia coelestis omnia gubernavit, ut ita fieret,” ‘‘she does not 
seem to have known that by virtue of prophecy (Mic. v. 2) she ought to bring 
forth at Bethlehem, but heavenly providence ruled all things so that it 
might thus occur,” Bengel. — That Mary was delivered without pain and 
injury is proved by Fathers and expositors, such as even Maldonatus and 
Estius, from the fact that she herself swaddled the child and laid it in 
the manger !—vrdv mperdroxov] See on Matt. i. 25. The evasive sug- 
gestion resorted to, that this word is used without reference to later 
born children, appears the more groundless in view of the agreement of 
Matthew and Luke, —éorapydv.] She swaddled him ; frequently used in 
Greek writers. — év ¢drvy] without the article (see the critical remarks) : 
she deposited him in @ manger. Many, including Paulus and Kuinoel, 
have, contrary to linguistic usage, made of it a stable.’ —tv 76 Katanbpare] 


17That a stable (in opposition to Ebrard) 
was the place of the birth, follows from ev 
datvn, Sudte «.7.A. It is possible that the 
stable was a 7ock-cave, which an old legend 
(Justin. ¢. Tryph. 78; Orig. c. Ceéls.i. 51; 
Protevang. Jac. 18) designates as the place of 
the birth, not without suspicion, however, 
by reason of its appeal to Isa. xxxiii, 16, 


LXX. Moreover, that tradition transfers 
the cave expressly only to the neighborhood 
of the little town, and states withal of 
Joseph : ovk etyev ev 7H Kou exeivy Tod KaTa- 
Avo, “he did not have in that village 
where to lodge,” Justin, J.c. Over this 
grotto designated by the legend Helena 
built the church Mariae de praesepio. Comp. 
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én the inn (x. 34), where they lodged—probably on account of the number 
of strangers who were present on the same occasion. If we should wish to 
understand it as : the house of a friendly host (for the signification of xararbipa 
is generally a place of shelter, lodging, comp. xxii. 11), it would remain im- 
probable that a friendly host, even with ever so great restriction of room, 
should not have made a chamber in the house available for swch an exigency. 
[See Note XXIII., p. 288.] The text suggests nothing indicative of an inhos- 
pitable treatment (Calvin). 

Ver. 8 f. Mowpévec] not oi roruévec. — aypavdovvrec] staying out in the open 
Jjields ; Plut. Num. 4; Parthen. Hrot. xxix. 1, and the roimévec dypavdo al- 
ready in Homer, J/. xviii. 162. — gvidoc. ov2.axdc] often conjoined also among 
the Greek writers.! The plural applies to the different watch-stations. — 
the vunréc] not belonging to ¢vAckac, but : by night, definition of time for 
aypavr. and dvAdoo. — According to this statement, Jesus cannot have been 
born in December, in the middle of the rainy season (Robinson, Pal. II. 
p. 505 f.), as has been since the fourth century supposed with a probable join- 
ing on of the festival to the Watales solis invicti (see Gieseler, Kirchengesch. 
I. 2, p. 287 f. ed. 4). [See Note XXIV., p. 288.] Just as little can He have 
been born on the sixth day of January, which in the East was even earlier fixed 
as the festival of the birth and baptism (still other times fixed as the day of 
birth may be seen in Clement Al. Strom. I. p. 3389 f. Sylb.). According to the 
Rabbins, the driving forth of the flocks took place in March, the bringing in of 
them in November (see Lightfoot); and if this is established at least as the 
usual course, it certainly is not in favor of the hypothesis (Wieseler) that Jesus 
was born in February (750), and necessitates precarious accessory assumptions. 
— [On idob, see critical note.] éréory] Comp. xxiv. 4; Acts xii. 7, xvii. 5. 
In the classical writers it is used also of theophanies, of appearances in 
dreams, and the like, frequently since Homer (ZZ. xxiii. 106, x. 496), denot- 
ing their swdden emergence, which nevertheless is implied not in the word 
in itself, but in the text. — dé&a kpiov] TN N23, radiance by which God 
is surrounded. Comp. Ewald, ad Apoc. p. 311. Ged’s glorious radiance 
(comp. Acts vil. 2) had streamed down with the angel. ‘‘ In omni humilia- 
tione Christi per decoram quandam protestationem cautum est gloriae ejus 
divinae,” ‘‘In all the humiliation of Christ there was through a certain 
seemly protestation a care for His divine glory,” Bengel. 

Ver. 10 ff. Iavri 76 Aad] to the whole (Israelitish) people. —éréydy buir] 
that (that, namely) there was born to you this day, etc. The duiv, in reference to 
the shepherds, is individualizing. -—caryp «.t.2.| a deliverer—and now comes 
His special more precise definition : who is Messiah, Lord! Xpusrd¢ kbproc is 
not to be taken together, as it never occurs thus in the N. T.— éy 76a. Aav.] 
belonging to éréy3y. ‘‘Haec periphrasis remittit pastores ad prophetiam, 
quae tum implebatur,” ‘‘ This periphrasis refers the shepherds to the proph- 
ecy which is now being fulfilled,” Bengel. Mic. v. 2. —70 onyeiov] the ap- 


also Robinson, Pal. Il. p. 284 ff.; Ritter, and the passages in Kypke. Comp. 
Erdk. XVI. p. 292 ff. See, on the other hand, nynw nw [A. Y.: ‘‘keep the charge,” 
Gersdorf, p. 221; Bornemann, Schol. p. 18. c 

1 Plat. Phacdr, p. 240 E; Xen. Ana. ii. 6. 10, 


18 


lit., ‘‘ watch the watch”], Num. i. 53, al. 
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pointed sign of recognition.’ — Bpédoc] not : the child (Luther), but : a child. 
The word denotes either the still unborn child (as i. 41 ; Hom. «1. xxii. 
266), or, as in this case (comp. xviii. 15 ; Acts vii. 19; 1 Pet. ii. 2; also as 
a strong expression of the thought, 2 Tim. iii. 15) and very often in the clas- 
sical writers, the new-born child. —éorapy.] adjectival: @ swaddled child, 
VieTAis 

Ver, 13. IlAp0o0¢ orp. obp.] a multitude of the heavenly host (DIV 82¥), a 
multitude of angels. The (satellite-) host of the angels surrounds God’s 
throne. 1 Kings xxii. 19 ; 2 Chron. xviii. 18 ; Ps. ciii. 21, cxlviii. 2; Matt. 
xxvi. 538; Rev. xix. 14, al.?— Ver. 14. dd&a év tioroe «.7.A. According to 
the reading eidoxiag (see the critical remarks, and No6sselt, Hvercitatt. 
p. 171 ff.): Glory (és, comp. 1 Pet. iv. 11) in the heaven to God, and on earth 
salvation among men who are well-pleasing! The angels declare to the praise 
of God (ver. 13) that on account of the birth of the Messiah God is glorified 
in heaven (by the angels), and that on the earth there is now salvation 
among men, to whom in and with the new-born child has been imparted 
God’s good pleasure. They thus contemplate the Messiah’s work as having 
already set in with His birth, and celebrate it in a twofold manner in refer- 
ence to heayen and earth (comp. Isa. vi. 3). Their exclamation is not a 
wish, as it is usually rendered by supplying éo7w or ety, but far stronger,—a 
triumphant affirmation of the existing blessed state of things. The év a&pér. 
evdoxiac (genitive of quality, see Winer, p. 211 f. [E. T. 236 f.]) adds to the 
scene of the eipfvy the subjects, among whom it prevails (comp. Plat. Symp. 
p. 197 C); these, namely, are those who believe in the Messiah, designated 
in reference to God whose grace they possess, as men who are well pleasing 
(to Him). Comp. Zest. XII. Patr. p. 587 : Kat evdoxhoer kbpiog éxt roig ayarn- 
toig abrov &w¢ aidvev, ‘‘ And the Lord will be well pleased (cidoxfoes) with 
His beloved unto eternity” (éw¢ aiévwv). Observe, moreover, the correla- 
tion which exists (1) between dééa and eipfry ; (2) between év iniorore and 
éxl yao ; and (3) between 626 and éy avbparoe evdoniac. By év tpioroie (in 
regions, which are the highest of all, xix. 88) the angels declare what takes 
place in the highest heaven, whence they have just come down. Comp. 
Matt. xxi. 9; Wisd.ix. 17; Ecclus. xliii. 9; Job xvi. 19; Heb. i. 3: — By 
elphvn they mean not only peace (usually understood of the peace of reconcil- 
iation), but the entire sa/vation, of which the new-born child is the bearer ; 
comp. i.79. [See Note XXV., p. 288 seq.] — With the Recepta eivdoxia, the 
hymn would also consist of only two parts, divided by «ai,* which is not for 


1 According to the notice ojmepor, and in 
view of the smallness of Bethlehem, the 
sign specified by ceiwevov ev datvy was suf- 
Jiciently certain at once to guide inquiry to 
the child in the village. Olshausen, but 
not the text, adds to this the secret impulse 
of the Snirit, which led the shepherds to 
the right place. 

2 On yivecOar ovv tir, to be associated with 
any one, comp. Xen. Cyr. y. 8.8. On atpa- 
714, comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 246 E: otparia 


Gedy Te Kat datmovwy, 


3 Olshausen (following Alberti, Odss., and 
Tittmann, Diss., Viteb. 1777) places a stop 
after yjs, so that the first clause says: 
‘“God isnow praised asin heaven, so also in 
the earth.’? This is erroneous, because, ac- 
cording to the order of the words in Luke, 
the emphatic point would be not ézt yijs, as 
in the Lord’s Prayer, but év viorors, 

4 Nevertheless Ebrard (on Olshausen) still 
defends the threefold division. According 
to him, the angels exult (1) that in heaven 
honor is given to God for the redemption 


CEPA wall gmalio Pa G3) 
(Bengel, Paulus, Kuinoel, and others, comp. Theophylact), but and. And 
the second part would consist of two parallel clauses, of which the first lays 
down the state of things in question after a purely objective manner (éx? yj 
eipgvn), While the second designates it from the point of view of God’s sub- 
jectivity (év avOp. eddoxia): on earth is salvation, among men is (God’s) good 
pleasure ; év avp., namely, would not be in the case of men (Matt. iii. 17 ; 
so usually), but local, as previously év ipior. and éxi yye. Fritzsche, ad 
ftom. II. p. 372, takes eidoxia as delight ; ‘‘in genere humano (Messia nato) 
voluptas est et laetitia,” ‘‘in the human race (the Messiah being born) there is 
delight and joy.” But edidoxia nowhere expresses this strong idea, but only 
the state of well-pleased satisfaction (as Ps. exliv. 16, LXX.), and the latter 
idea would in this place be too weak ; we could not but expect yapda nai 
ayaAniaow, or the like. Moreover, according to ver. 13 (aivotvtwv t. Oedv) it 
is more in harmony with the text to understand eidoxia on the part of God, in 
which case the quite usual meaning of the word (éravdzavore toi Oeov, Theo- 
phylact) is retained ; ‘‘ quod sc. Deus gratuito suo favore homines dignatus 
sit,” ‘“‘‘which signifies, that God deems men worthy of His own gratuitous 
favor” (Calvin). The opposite : Eph. ii. 3. Bornemann, Schol. p. 19 ff., 
considers the whole as affirmed of Christ: ‘‘Xpiotic 6 khpiog 06£a éorae tv 
inpiarbue Ovte Oc «.7.2., h. e. Messias celebrabit in coelis Deum et in terram de- 
ducet pacem divinam, documentum (in apposition) benevolentiae divinae erga 
homines,” ‘‘that is, the Messiah will praise God in the heavens, and will 
bring down to earth divine peace, a proof (in apposition) of divine benevo- 
lence toward men.” But Luke himself specifies the contents as praise of 
God (ver. 18); and the assumption of Bornemann (after Paulus), that Luke 
has given only a small fragment of the hymn, is the more arbitrary, the 
more the few pregnant words are precisely in keeping with a heavenly song 
of praise. 

Ver. 15 f. Kai oi av0p.] This xai is not also, but the simple and after éyé- 
veto 3 See On V. 12.—oi dvOpwora of roméves [see critical note], not: the 
shepherd people (Grotius, Paulus, and others), against which the second 
article is decisive (comp. Matt. xviii. 23, xxii. 2, al.; see Bernhardy, p. 48; 
Kiihner, Il. p. 120), but a contrast to oi dyyedo., in which case, however, we 
must not lay upon the expression a stress which is foreign to the connection 
(‘totum genus humanum quodammodo repraesentantes,” ‘‘ representing in 
a certain sense the whole human race,” Bengel), but rather must adhere to 
the simple and artless mode of representation : after the departure of the 
angels the people too, the shepherds, said, etc. — diéA0wpev] through the fields 
as far as to Bethlehem, Acts ix. 38, xi. 19. — 067] denotes what is definitive, 
vithout more ado.!—70 pjya] which has been said ; 6 6 kbp. ju. is an epexe- 


earth yields only ‘wo clauses. Lange also, 
L. J. V1. 1, p. 1038, understands it ina three- 


now brought about; (2) that wpon earth a 
kingdom of peace is now founded ; (8) that 


between heaven and earth the right relation is 
restored, that God’s eye may again rest 
with good pleasure on mankind. ‘This 
alleged third clause of necessity contains 
somewhat of tautology; and the text itself 
by its «aé and by its contrast of heaven and 


fold sense, but very arbitrarily takes evéoxia 
of the divine good pleasure manifested in a 
Person, referring to passages such as Eph. 
1,06 

1 See Klotz, ad Devar. p. 395; Nagelsbach, 
Anm. @. Ilias, ed. &, p. 483 f. 
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gesis of it. — dveipov] they discovered (after previous search, in conformity 
with the direction at ver. 12). The word only occurs in the N. T. again 
at Acts xxi. 4, comp. 4 Macc. iii. 14; more frequently among Greek 
writers. 

Ver. 17 f. Aveyrépicav] they gave exact information (6:4). [But see critical 
note.] The word is only found besides in Schol. in Beck. Anecd. p. 787, 
15, but in the sense of accurate distinguishing, which it cannot have in 
this place (Vulg.: cognoverunt); comp. rather éyvdpicev, ver. 15. At the 
birthplace to the parents and others who were present they made accurate 
communication of the angelic utterance addressed to them, and all who 
heard this communication marvelied, but Mary (ver. 19), etc. — rep? tov 
7.c2n0.| does not belong to axctoavtec (Gersdorf), but to @abu., with which 
indeed epi is very rarely associated elewhere ; but the thought is: they 
fell into amazement in consideration of that, which, etc.} 

Ver. 19 f. Aé| leading over to the special thing, which Mary amidst this 
general amazement did—she, who, in accordance with the revelations 
made to her, was more deeply struck with the tidings of the shepherds, 
and saw matters in a deeper light. She kept all these utterances (ra pjyara) 
of the shepherds. Observe in the narrative the emphasis of ravra, as well 
as the purposely chosen adumbrative tense cvverjper (previously the aorist).? 
—ovuBaarovca x.t.A.| The Vulgate well renders : conferens, inasmuch as 
she put them together, 7.e., in silent heart-pondering she compared and inter- 
preted them to herself.* —ixéorpew.] to their flocks, ver. 8. — do&afovte¢ Kai 
aivovvtec] Glorifying and giving approval. The latter is more special than 
the former. — én? maou k.7.A.] over all things, which they had just heard and 
seen in Bethlehem after such manner as was spoken to them by the angel at 
vv. 10-12. 


Remarx.— To make of these angelic appearances a natural (phosphoric) phe- 
nomenon, Which had first been single and then had divided itself and moved to 
and fro, and which the shepherds, to whom was known Mary’s hope of bring- 
ing forth the Messiah, interpreted to themselves of this birth (Paulus ; comp. 
Ammon, L. J. I. p. 203, who likewise assumes a meteor), is a decided and un- 
worthy offence against the contents and purpose of the narrative, which is to 
be left in its charming, thoughtful, and lofty simplicity as the most distin- 
guished portion of the cycle of legend, which surrounded the birth and the 
early life of Jesus. The truth of the history of the shepherds and the angels 
lies in the sphere of the idea, not in that of historical reality, although Luke 
narrates it as a real event. Regarded as reality, the history loses its truth, as 
a premiss, with which the notorious subsequent want of knowledge and non- 
recognition of Jesus as the Messiah, as well as the absolute silence of evangelic 
preaching as to this heavenly evangelium, do not accord as a sequel,—apart 
from the fact, that it is not at all consistent with Matthew’s narrative of the 
Magi and of the slaying of the children, which is to be explained from the cir- 


1Comp. Plat. Zim. p. 80 C: ra Oavpagd- SKK. 2) RVI: 
meva. NAEKTPWY Tept TIS EAEEws. 3 Comp. Plat. Crat. p. 348 A: cvpBarciv 
2On cuvrnpety, alta mente repositum ser- Thy Kparvdov pavteiav, p. 412 C; Soph. Ced. 
ware, comp. Dan. vii. 28; Ecclus. xiii. 12, C. 1472; Pind. Nem. xi. 48; Eur, Ov. 1394. 


CHAP. II., 21, 22. ait 
cumstance that various wreaths of legend, altogether independent one of 
another, wove themselves around the divine child in His lowliness.! The con- 
trast of the lowliness of Jesus and of His divine glory, which pervade His en- 
tire history on earth until His exaltation (Phil. ii. 6 ff.), is the great truth, to 
which here, immediately upon the birth, is given the most eminent and most 
exhaustive expression by the living and creative poetry of faith, in which with 
thoughtful aptness members of the lowly and yet patriarchally consecrated 
class of shepherds receive the first heavenly revelation of the Gospel outside 
the family circle, and so the mrwyol evayyeAlovrar (vii. 22) is already even now 
realized. [See Note XXVL, p. 289. ] 


Ver. 21. Tow repireueiv aitév] The genitive, not as at ver. 22, i. 57, ii. 6, 
but as genitive of the aim: in order to cirewmeise Him, that He might be 
circumcised. Comp. Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 230 [E. T. 267]. — nai éxr46y] 
was also named, indicating the naming as superadded to the rite of circum- 
cision. See Niigelsbach, 2. [lias, ed. 8, p. 164. And the Son of God had 
to become circumcised, as yevduevoc éx yuvaikdc, yevduevoc ind véuov, Gal. iv. 4. 
This was the divine arrangement for His appearing as the God-man in 
necessary association with the people of God (Rom. ix. 5). There is much 
importation of the dogmatic element here among the older commentators.’ — 
TO KAgbev K.T.A.] See i. 31. Comp. Matt. 1. 21, where, however, the legend 
quite differently refers the giving of the name to the angel. 

Ver. 22. Women after childbirth, when the child was a boy, were unclean 
for seven days, and had besides to stay at home thirty-three days more (at 
the birth of a girl these periods were doubled). Then they were bound to 
present in the temple an offering of purification, namely, a lamb of a year 
old as a burnt-offering, and a young pigeon or turtle-dove as a sin-offering ; 
or else, if their means were too small for this, two turtle-doves or young 
pigeons, the one as a burnt-offering, the other as a sin-offering.* Accord- 
ingly ai yuépat Tov Kabapiou. aitov : the days, which (7.e., the lapse of them) 
were appointed for their legal cleansing (kabapiopdc, passive, comp. ver. 14). 
Mary brought the offering of the poor, ver. 24. — airév] applies contextu- 
ally (avjyayov avrév) not to the Jews (van Hengel, Annot. p. 199), but to 
Mary and Joseph. Comp. Euthymius Zigabenus, also Bleek. The purifica- 
tion in itself indeed concerned only the mother ; but in the case before us 


1 In opposition to Schleiermacher, who in 
the case of our passage lays stress, in oppo- 
sition to the mythical view, on the absence 
of lyrical poetry, failing to see that precise- 
ly the most exalted and purest poetry is 
found in the contents of our passage with all 
its simplicity of presentation; see the ap- 
propriate remarks of Strauss, I. p. 245. 
Lange, Z. J. II. p. 103, in his own manner 
transfers the appearances to the souls of the 
shepherds, which were of such elevated and 
supramundane mood that they could dis- 
cern the joy of an angelic host; and holds 
that the appearance of the angel and the 
glory of the Lord, yer. 9, point to a vision 


of the Angel of the Covenant. 

2 Calovius says that Christ allowed Him- 
self to be circumcised’ ‘‘ tun ob demonstran- 
dam naturae humanae veritatem... tum ad 
probandam € semine Abrahae originem .. . 
tum imprimis ob meriti et redemptionis 
Christi. certificationem,” “first for demon- 
strating the reaiity of His human nature... 
then to prove His origin from the seed of 
Abraham... then especially as a certifica- 
tion of the merit and redemption of Christ.” 

3 See Lev. xii. 2 ff.; Lund, Jud. Heiligth., 
ed. Wolf, p. 751; Michaelis, Mos. #2. § 192; 
Ewald, Alierth. p. 178 f.; Keil, Archdol. I. 
p. 296. 
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Joseph was, and that by means of the presentation of the first-born son as- 
sociated therewith, also directly interested ; hence the expression by way of 
synecdoche, which is usually referred to the mother and the child (so also by 
Kuinoel, Winer, de Wette). —xard rov véuov M.| applies to éxAgobjoay «.7.A., 
indicating the legal duration thereof. — avgyayov, like avaBaivew of the jour- 
neying to Jerusalem. — apacrjoa:|] All first-born sons were the property of 
Jehovah, destined to the temple-service originally and before the institution 
of the Levites (Num. viii. 14 ff.); hence they had to be presented in the 
temple to God as His special property, but were redeemed from Him for five 
shekels.? 

Ver. 23. Not to be putin a parenthesis. — A very free quotation from Ex. 
xili. 2. — diavoiyov pArpav] DF U9 ; comp. LXX. Hardly according to 
the passage before us has Luke conceived, with Ambrosius and many others, 
that Mary brought forth clawso utero and only voluntarily subjected herself 
to this law (as Bisping still holds). 

Ver. 24. Kai row dotvac] continues the narrative after the interposed sen- 
tence ver. 23: and in order to give an offering. —«ara 76 eipyu. x.t.A.] Lev. 
xii. 8.—veoocotc] On the later form rejected by the Atticists, voccot¢s (so 
Tischendorf), see Sturz, Dial. Mae. p. 185 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 206 f. 

Ver. 25 f. Who this Simeon was (‘‘ primus propheta, qui diceret Christum 
venisse,” ‘‘the first prophet who said that Christ had come,” Bengel), is 
utterly unknown. The supposition that he was son of Hillel, and father of 
Gamaliel (Michaelis, Paulus, and older commentators), who became presi- 
dent of the Sanhedrim in a.p. 13, does not agree with vv. 26, 29, where he 
appears as an aged man ; and there is generally the less ground for enter- 
taining it, in proportion to the frequency of the name ])}2W.— dixawe x. 
evaaBnc|* The word eiAaBjc is only used in the N. T. by Luke. It denotes 
rcligious conscientiousness.* — rapaxAjow]| The Messianic blessing of the na- 
tion, as its practical consolation after its sufferings (comp. Abtpwczy, ver. 38), is 
called, according to prophetic precedent (Isa. xl. 1), in the Rabbinical 
literature also very often 1211.* The same in substance is : rpoodeydu. tHv 
Baotrciav tov Ocodi, Mark xv. 43. — én’ airév] having come wpon. — keypnua- 
riou. | a divine responsum, see on Matt. 11. 12. There is no hint of a dream 
(Kuinoel). —zpiv 7] Sce on Matt. i. 18. —rdv Xpiordv kvpiov] comp. ix. 20 : 
the Messiah of God (whom God has destined and sent as Messiah). — For 
the expression to see death, comp. Heb. xi. 5 ; John viii. 51; Ps. lxxxix. 48.° 

Ver. 27 f. "Ev 76 rvebpyari] by virtue of the Holy Spirit, ‘‘instigante 
Spiritu,” Grotius ; comp. Matt. xxii. 43. — The expression rove yoveic (pro- 
creators) is not appropriate to the dedily Sonship of God, which Luke nar- 
rates, and it betrays an original source resting on a different view. [See 


1 Ex. xiii. 2; Num. viii. 16, xviii. 15 f.; 3 Comp. Delitzsch on Heb. v. 7 f., p. 191. 
Lightfoot, p. 753 ; Lund, Z.c. p. 753; Michae- 4See Vitringa, Obs. V. p. 8383; Lightfoot 
lis, Mos. R. § 227, 276; Saalschiitz, Mos. R. and Wetstein in loc. The Messiah Himself: 
p. 97. DMID. See Schéttgen, Hor. U. p. 18. 

2Comp. Plat. Polit. p. 311 B: 7d Sixatov x. 5 On the classical use of opav in the sense 


evAaBés, and shortly before : 70y evAaBH Kat of experiundo cognoscere, Dorvill. ad@ Char. 
Sixata, p. 483; Jacobs, ad Anthol. VII. p. 108. 
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Note XXVII., p. 289.] Comp. ver. 41. On the form yoveic, see Lobeck, 
ad Phryn. p. 69. —xara 70 eibiouévov tov vouov] According to the custom pre- 
scribed by the law. — kai aizéc] also on His part, for the parents had just 
carried Him in, ver. 27. The reference to the priest, ‘‘qui eum Domino 
sistendum amplexus erat,” ‘‘who had taken Him in his arms to be pre- 
sented to the Lord” (Wolf ; Kuinoel also mixes up this), is erroneous, since 
it is in the bringing in that the child is also taken into his arms by Simeon. — 
Simeon has recognized the Messiah-child immediately through the Spirit. He 
needed not for this ‘‘the august form of the mother” (in opposition to 
Lange). 

Ver. 29 ff. Wow (after I have seen the Messiah, vy. 26, 30) Thou lettest Thy 
servant depart, O Ruler, according to Thine utterance (ver. 2), in bliss (so that 
he is happy, see on Mark v. 84) ; now the time is come, when Thou lettest 
me die blessed.* — aroAverc] present, of that which is nearly and certainly im- 
pending. There is no need to supply rov fy», or é« tHe yijc, or the like (as is 
usually done), as the absolute azodtew is at all events used (comp. Soph. 
Ant. 1254 ; Gen. xv. 2; Num. xx. 29 ; Tob. iii. 6), but Simeon conceives 
of his death figuratively as an enfranchisement from service, as is signified by 
the context In r. dovAdv cov, déorora. The servant of God dies and is thereby 
released from his service. — eidov prefixed with emphasis, in retrospective 
reference to ver. 26. —70 curipidv cov] the deliverance bestowed by Thee, the 
Messianic deliverance, which has begun with the birth of the Messiah. 
Comp. ili. 6; Acts xxvill. 28. — «ard xpdowrov ravr. tr. Aadv] in the face of 
all peoples, so that this deliverance is set forth before all peoples, is visible 
and manifest tothem.? The prophet sees the owrfpiov already in its unfolded 
manifestation to all. 'This is then, in ver. 32, further specially characterized 
as respects the two portions of the rdévtwv rév Aadv, in which ¢é¢ and déEav 
are appositional definitions to 7d curhpidv cov: light, which is destined to bring 
revelation to the heathen, and glory of Thy people Israel. The progression of 
the climax lies in g¢ and défa. For the heathen the corjpioy is light, when, 
namely, they come in accordance with the time-hallowed promise (Isa. ii. 
2 ff., xi. 10, xliv. 5, Ix. 1 ff., and many other passages), and subject them- 
selves to the Messianic theocracy, whereby they become enlightened and 
sharers in the unveiling of the divine truth. For the people Israel the 
cothpiov is glory, because in the manifestation and ministry of the Messiah 
the people of God attains the glory, through which it is destined to be dis- 
tinguished above all peoples as the seat and possessor of salvation. Adzav 
' might be included as still dependent on ei¢ (Theophylact, Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, Luther, Bleek, and others), but by taking it independently, the 
great destination of the cur#piov for the people of Israel is brought mto more 
forcible prominence. — Ver. 83. And there was (on the singular 7v and the 
plural participles that follow, see Kiihner, § 433, 1 ; comp. Matt. xvii. 8) 
His father and His mother in amazement, etc. In this there is no inconsis- 


1 Buthymius Zigabenus well remarks: the freedom of Israel.” 


pnkére Avrovmevov imrép THs EAevOepias Tod 2 Comp. on kata mpdcwr., Jacobs, ad Ach. 


"IopayA, ‘‘no longer grieved on behalf of Tat. iii. 1, p. 612. 
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tency with the earlier angelic revelations (Strauss). The thing was great 
enough in itself, and they learned it here in another form of revelation, the 
prophetic. 

Ver. 34. Aviroic] the parents, ver. 33. — After he has blessed them (has in 
prayer promised them God’s grace and salvation), he again specially ad- 
dresses the mother, whose marvellous relation to the new-born infant he has, 
according to Luke, recognized év rvebuare. — xeitar] He is placed there, i.e., 
He has the destination, see on Phil. i. 16. — ei¢ rroow x.7.2.] designates, in 
reference to Isa. viii. 14 (comp. Matt. xxi. 22, 44 ; Acts iv. 11; Rom. ix. 
33; 1 Pet. ii. 6), the moral judgment (John iii. 19 ff.), which is to set in 
by means of the appearance and the ministry of the Messiah. According to 
divine decree many must take offence at Him and jfali—namely, through 
unbelief—into obduracy and moral ruin ; many others must arise, inasmuch 
as they raise themselves—namely, through faith in Him—to true spiritual 
life. [See Note XXVIII., p. 289.] The fulfilment of both is abundantly at- 
tested in the evangelic history ; as, for example, in the case of the Pharisees 
and scribes the falling, in that of the publicans and sinners the rising, in 
that of Paul both ; comp. Rom. xi. 11 ff. — kat ei¢ onpeiov dvtireyéu. | What was 
previously affirmed was His destination for others ; now follows the special 
personal experience, which is destined for Him. His manifestation is to be 
a sign, a marvellous token (signal) of the divine counsel, which experiences 
contradiction from the world (see on Rom. x. 21). The fulfilment of this 
prediction attained its culmination in the crucifixion ; hence ver. 35. 
Comp. Heb. xii. 3. But it continues onward even to the last day, 1 Cor. 
Xv. 20. 

Ver. 35. Since the construction does not indicate that cat. . . poudaia is 
to be made a parenthesis, and since the importance of this prophetic intima- 
tion in the address directed to Mary is not in keeping with a mere intercala- 
tion, orwe x.7.A. is to be referred to kai... pougpaia, not to oyysiov avrtirey. 
(Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, and many others). —xai cot dé] See on i. 76. 
This «ai and abrfce places the anguish of the mother herself on a parallel with 
the fate ef her Son intimated by oyueciov avtiAey. ; and cov d8 arm 1s a bring- 
ing of the contrast into stronger relief than ceavrij¢ dé.1— poudaia] Not the 
martyr-death of Mary, as Epiphanius and Lightfoot hold 3; poudaiay d2 dvduace, 
THY TunTeKUTaTAY Kal o&eiay odivyv,? rig Ope THY Kapdlav THE BeouhTopoc, bre 6 vid¢ 
aiTie Kpoonaodn TO cravp>, ‘‘He gives the name sword to that most piercing 
and bitter pang, which went through the heart of the mother of God, when 
her Son was nailed to the cross,” Euthymius Zigabenus. Similar figurative 
designations of pain may be seen in Wetstein. Bleek is mistaken in refer- 
ring it to doubis of the Messiahship of her Son, which for a while were to 
cause division in Mary’s heart. For this thought the forcible expression 
would be quite out of proportion, and, moreover, unintelligible ; and the 
thought itself would be much too special and subordinate, even apart from 
the consideration that there is no direct evidence before us of temporary un- 


1 See Schaefer, ad Dem. de Cor. 319, 6. 
2Comp. Hom, J, xix. 125: rov & adyos 0&0 kara hoéva Tue Badetav, 
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belief on the part of Mary (at the most, Mark iii, 21). — érwe x.7.2.] a divine 
aim, which is to be attained by ovro¢ Keira . . . poudaia ; a great crisis in the 
spiritual world is to be brought to light, John ix. 39, iii. 19, v. 22; 1 Cor. 
1, 23 f.; 2 Cor. ii. 15. The conditional ay expresses : in order that, when 
that which is just predicted to thee sets in. —éx roar. xapd.| forth from many 
hearts. Comp. Rom. i. 17. — diadoyiopot] not oi diahoy.; thoughts, conse- 
quently what is otherwise hidden. The revealing itself takes place through 
declared belief or unbelief in Him who is put to death. 

Ver. 36 ff. "Hy] aderat, as at Mark viii. 1, xv. 40 ; also 1 Cor. xiv. 48. — 
After airy, ver. 36, the copula 7 is not unnecessarily to be supplied, in 
which case (so usually, as also by Lachmann and Tischendorf) a point is 
placed after ver. 37 ; but this airy is the subject to which dv0wporoyeiro be- 
longs as verb, so that all that intervenes contains accompanying definitions 
of the subject, namely thus : 7/is one, being advanced in great age, after she 
had lived with a husband seven years from her virginity, she too a widow up to 
eighty-four years, who departed not from the temple, with fastings and prayers 
rendering service to God night and day and having come forward at that same 
hour, offered praise to the Lord, etc. Observe as to this—(1) that Cyoaca. . 
abrac, ver. 86, is subordinate to the mpoBeByn. év ju. road. ; (2) that at ver. 37 
there is to be written, with Tischendorf and Ewald, xa? air# (not as usually, 
kat avry), So that the definition «ai avty7 vipa... éxiotaca, VV. 37, 38, con- 
tains a further description of the woman co-ordinated with the rpoBeByx. év 
hye. ToAA.; (3) that cat aith TH pg Emotaoa (see the critical remarks) without 
any separation links itself on continuously to the preceding participial defini- 
tion ; finally, (4) that xa? abr#, ver. 87, she too, places Anna on a parallel 
with Simeon ; as the latter had come forward a pious aged man, so she also 
a pious aged woman. — rpogjric|* Hebrew M83], an interpretress of God, a 
woman with the gift of apocalyptic discourse, Rey. ii. 20; Acts xxi. 9, ii. 17. 
She makes use of this gift, ver. 88. —érrd] consequently a brief and (amo r. 
mapbev, avt.) her only marriage, after which she remained in widowhood, 
which among the ancients was accounted very honorable. See Grotius and 
Wetstein on 1 Tim. iil. 2, v. 9. 

Ver. 87. "Ewe (see the critical remarks) ér. dydo#x.: even to eighty-four years, 
she had come even to this age of life in her widowhood. Comp. Matt. 
xviii. 21f. Rettig is mistaken in his judgment upon éwe in the Stud. wu. 
Krit, 1838, p. 221. Comp. Dem. 262, 5.—ov« dgiorato «.t.4.] a popular 
description of unremitting zeal (comp. Hom. Od. ii. 345, 42. xxiv. 72) in the 
public worship of God. Comp. xxiv. 53. — vixra x. juép.] Thus also at Acts 
xxvi. 7; Mark iv. 28; 1 Tim. v. 5. Elsewhere the order is inverted.? In 
this place vixra is prefixed in order, as in Acts, l.c., and 1 Tim. v.5, to make 
the fervency of the pious temple-service the more prominent. The case is 
otherwise, where it is simply a question of definition of time, at Esth. 
iv. 15. 


1 Plat. Phaedr. p. 244 A}; Eur. Jon. 42, 321 ; seen in Bornemann, Schol. p. 27; Lobeck, 
Tek ox. 20s) Isa. Vill, 3; a2. Paralip. p. 62 f., and from the Latin : Hein- 
2 Instances of both arrangements may be dorf on Zorat. Sat. i. 1. 77. 
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Ver. 88. Air 7% p¢] in which occurred the previously described scene 
with Simeon. —émordca] having made her appearance, namely, to speak.’ 
The suddenness and unexpectedness in the demeanor of the aged widow is 
implied also here (comp. on ver. 9) in the context. On arOoyodoyeiodat 
(comp. LXX. Ps. xxix. 13 ; 3 Macc. vi. 38), in the case of which avzé ‘‘ref- 
erendi reprehendendique sensum habet,” see Winer, de verbor. compos. usu, 
Il. p. 18 ff. The tenor of her utterance of praise to God (76 xvpiw) is after 
what was related of Simeon obvious of itself, and is therefore not more pre- 
cisely specified. [See critical note ; 0e@ is correct.]— epi avtov] bre oird¢ 
éotw 6 Avtpathc, Huthymius Zigabenus. Jesus is the subject still present, as 
a matter of course, in the conception of the narrator (from ver. 34 f. onwards), 
although not mentioned in the context (Winer, p. 132 [E. T. 146 f.]). —roic¢ 
Tpoodexou. Abtpwow] Comp. ver. 25. With the reading ‘Iepovc. without év 
(see the critical remarks), deliverance of Jerusalem is not essentially distinct 
from rapdxAgore Tov “Iop., ver. 25, comp. i. 68, since Jerusalem is the theocratic 
central seat of God’s people. Comp. Isa. xl. 2. We may add, the é2aAex 
«.T.A. took place on her part likewise air) rH Opa, namely, after she had pre- 
sented her praise to God. The pious ones waiting for the Messiah are with 
her inthe temple, and to them all she makes communication about the child 
that is present. But this is not to be conceived of as a public utterance, for 
which the limitation roi¢ tpocdey. would not be appropriate. 

Ver. 39. Nafapér] therefore not in the first instance again to Bethlehem. 
Of the Magi, of the slaughter of the children, of the flight to Egypt, Luke 
has nothing. They belong to quite another cycle of legend, which he has 
not followed. Reconciliation is impossible; a preference for Luke, how- 
ever, at the expense of Matthew (Schleiermacher, Schneckenburger, Sieffert, 
and others), is at least in so far well founded, as Bethlehem was not, as 
Matthew reports (see on Matt. ii. 23, Rem.), the original dwelling-place of the 
parents of Jesus, but became the birth-place of the latter on occasion of the 
aroypagh. [See Note XXIX., p. 289 seq.] If Bethlehem had been the original 
dwelling-place, it was natural, considering the Davidico-Messianic tendency 
of the legend, that no change should be made under these circumstances. 
But, in opposition to the bold assumption of the more recent exponents of 
the mythical theory,’ that Jesus was born in Nazareth, so that both the ear- 
lier residence of the parents at Bethlehem (Matthew) and their journey thither 
(Luke) are held to be the work of tradition on the basis of Mic. v. 1 (but 
only Matthew bases his statement upon this prophecy !), see on Matt. J.c. 
liven de Wette finds this probable, especially on account of John vii. 42, 
comp. i. 46 ff., where John adds no correction of the popular view. But to 
infer from this that John knew nothing of the birth in Bethlehem is unwar- 
ranted, since the tradition of Matthew and Luke, agreeing in this very par- 


1Comp. Aeschin. p. 65, 53 Xen. Anad. y. macher, Z. J. p. 56 f., leaves the birth-place 
8. 9, Sympos. il. 7. altogether doubtful; holding that the ques- 
2See also Weisse, Hvangelienfr. p. 181 f., tion is wholly indifferent for our faith, 
who holds that the reference to the Lord’s which remark, however, is inappropriate 
place of birth by the name of Bethlehem is on account of the prophetic promise. 
to be understood mvevpaticds. Schleier- 
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ticular, certainly suggests the presumption that the birth at Bethlehem was 
generally known among the Christians and was believed, so that there was 
not at all any need for a correcting remark on the part of John. 


Remark. — As the presentation of Jesus in the temple bears of itself in its le- 
gal aspect the stamp of history, so what occurred with Simeon and Anna cannot 
in its general outlines be reasonably relegated to the domain of myth (see, in 
opposition to Strauss and B. Bauer, Ebrard, p. 225 ff.), although it remains 
doubtful whether the prophetic glance of the seers (to whose help Paulus 
comes by suggesting, in spite of the remark at ver. 33, communications on 
the part of Mary ; and Hofmann, p. 276, by the hypothesis of acquaintance 
with the history of the birth) expressed itself so definitely as the account about 
Simeon purports. The hypothesis that Luke received his information from 
Anna’s mouth (Schleiermacher, Neander) hangs on ver. 36 f., where Annais so 
accurately described, and consequently on so weak a thread, that it breaks 
down at once when we take into account the lesser degree of vividness and 
fulness of detail in the narrative of what Anna did. 


Ver. 40. Similar to i. 80, but more distinctive and more characteristic, in 
keeping with the human development of the Son of God, who was to grow 
up to be the organ of truth and grace. Comp. ver. 52. —rAypotm. cod.| the 
internal state of thingsaccompanying the éxpataivro ; He became a vigorous 
child (éxpar.'), while at the same time He became filled, etc. — ydpic Oo] not 
to be taken of distinguished bodily gracefulness (Raphel, Wolf, Wetstein), but 
as : the favor of God, which was directed upon Him. Comp. ver. 52. On 
éx’ aité, comp. Acts iv. 38. 

Ver. 41 f. 1% éop7q] Dative of time. Comp. Winer, p. 195, 193 [E. T. 218, 
215]. The three great festivals (Passover, Pentecost, Tabernacles) were 
according to the Mosaic law to be celebrated, although with the gradual 
dispersion of the people this could not strictly be adhered to, by every male 
Israelite at the national sanctuary,—an excellent means of maintaining and 
elevating the common theocratic spirit ; Ex. xxiii. 14 ff., xxxiv. 23 ; Deut. 
xvi. 16.2. The annual passover-journey was shared also by Mary, doubtless 
independently of Hillel’s precept to that effect (Tanchwina, f. 33, 4), and in 
virtue of her piety (comp. 1 Sam. i. 7 ; Mechilta, f. 17, 2). As to the Pass- 
over, see on Matt. xxvi. 2. —dédexa] At this age in the case of the boy, who 
now was called M1) 13, [‘‘son of the law’, began the instruction in the 
law, the accustoming to worship, fasting, and the like, see Lightfoot, 
p. 739 ; Wetstein. [See critical note, and Note XXX., p. 290.] 

Ver. 43 f. Tae juépac] the well-known seven days of festival, Ex. xii. 15 ; 
Lev. xxiii. 6 f. ; Deut. xvi. 2. —How it happened that the parents knew 
nothing of the staying behind of their son, is not expressly narrated by Luke. 
The charge, however, of negligent carelessness * is unwarranted, as vopicavrec 


1 Cyril of Alexandria says : cw“artiKas yap mental development follows in wAx7p. cod. 


niéave Kat éxpataovto, TOV meA@y cuvadpuvoj.e- 2 See Ewald, Alterth. p. 406 ff.; Saal- 
yov th avéjoe, “for He grew bodily and schiitz, WZ. R. p. 421 ff. 
waxed strong, the members being matured 3 Schuderoff in the Magaz. von Festpred. 


with the growth.” Observe that in our Til. p. 63 ff., and in his Jahrb. X. 1, p. 7 ff. ; 
passage rvevpar is not added as ati. 80; the Olshausen. 
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68 avtov év TH ovvodia eivas presuppose a circumstance unknown tous, which 
might justify that want of knowledge. In the case of Jesus it was an irresisti- 
ble impulse towards the things of God, which carried Him away to postpone 
His parents to the satisfaction of this instinct, mightily stimulated as it was 
on this His first sojourn in Jerusalem,—a momentary premature breaking 
forth of that, which was the principle decidedly expressed and followed out 
by Him in manhood (Mark iii. 32 f.). — cvvodia] company sharing the journey. 
See Kypke, I. p. 220f. The inhabitants of one or more places together 
formed a caravan ; Strabo uses the word also of such a company (iv. p. 204, 
xi. p. 528). — dvetjrow] when they assembled together to pass the night.— 
Ver. 45. Zyrovvrec| present participle: ‘‘ubi res aliqua nondum quidem 
peragitur, sed tamen aut revera aut cogitatione instituitur paraturve,” ‘‘ when 
something is not yet accomplished, but either really or in purpose is in- 
stituted or prepared,” Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 3. 16. Comp. Dissen, ad 
Pind. Ol. vii. 14, p. 81. [See critical note. ] 

Ver. 46. jue’ quépac tpsic] is reckoned, in most accordance with the text, 
from the point at which the search meant by (77. ai7év began, consequently 
from their return to Jerusalem, the day of this return being counted as the 
first, and that of the finding as the third. Comp. the designation of the time 
of Christ’s resurrection as ‘‘ after three days.” Others explain it otherwise. 
Grotius : ‘‘ Diem unum iter fecerant, altero remensi erant iter, tertio demum 
quaesitam inveniunt,” ‘‘ One day they had journeyed, on another they had 
journeyed back, on the third they at length find Him they sought.” So also 
Paulus, Bleek [Godet, Weiss], and others, following Euthymius Zigabenus. 
— év 76 iepO| We are to think of the synagogue, which ‘‘ erat prope atrium 
in monte templi,” ‘‘ was near the forecourt on the mount of the temple,” 
Gloss. Joma, f. 68, 2 ; Lightfoot in loc. ; Deyling, Obss. III. ed. 2, p. 285 f.— 
cabeCducvov} The Rabbinic assertion : ‘‘a diebus Mosis ad Rabban Gamalielem 
non didicerunt legem nisi stantes,” ‘‘ from the days of Moses to Rabbi Gama- 
liel they did not learn the law, unless they were standing,” Megillah, f. 21, 1 
(Wagenseil, ad Sotah, p. 993), according to which Jesus would thus already 
appear as a teacher, is rightly rejected as unfounded in the N.T., by Vitringa, 
Synag. p. 167, and more recent expositors. —év péow| has its reference to 
the seeking of the parents ; Jesus was not hidden, but He sat there in the 
midst among the teachers. We may conceive of Him at the feet of a teaching 
Rabbi, sitting in their circle (comp. on Acts xxii. 3). In this there is nothing 
extraordinary to be discerned,’ since Jesus was already a ‘‘ son of the law” 
(see on ver. 42). But to find here a sitting on an equality with the teachers * 

1Lange, Il. 1, p. 180, invents the idea that 
“the genius of the new humanity soared 
above the heroes of the old decorum.” 


2 So also older dogmatic writers. ‘Ceu 
doctor doctorum,”’ ‘‘ As if Teacher of teach- 


em, ‘‘ for manifestation of His own advent ; 
for demonstration of divine wisdom ; for in- 
Formation of the teachers.”— Into what apoc- 
ryphal forms the conversation of Jesus 
with the doctors might be fashioned, may 


ers,’ says Calovius, who specifies the four- 
fold aim: ob gloriae templi posterioris illus- 
trationem, “ for illustration of the glory of the 
datter temple,” Hag. ii. 10; ob adventus sui 
manifestationem ; ob sapientiae divinae de- 
monstrationem ; ob doctorum information- 


be seen in the Hvang. infant. 50 ff. Even 
by Chemnitz He is said to have discoursed 
already ‘‘ de persona et officiis Messiae, de dis- 
crimine legis et evangelii,” *“* concerning the 
person and offices of the Messiah, concern- 
ing the distinction of law and gospel,” ete. 


CHAP. Il., 47. 285 


(Strauss, comp. de Wette) is not in accordance with the text, since the re- 
port would not otherwise have limited the action of the child to the dkotew 
and érepor. — érepor. avtobc | The Rabbinical instruction did not consist mere- 
ly in teaching and interrogating the disciples, but these latter themselves also 
asked questions and received answers. See Lightfoot, p. 742 ff. ; Wetstein 
in loc. The questioning here is that of the pure and holy desire for knowledge, ' 
not that of a guest mingling in the conversation (in opposition to de Wette). 
Ver. 47 ff. ’Ex? rf ovvécer kai x.7.2..| over His understanding in general, and 
especially over His answers. — idévrec] Joseph and Mary. They were aston- 
ished ; for they had not expected to find Him either in this place, or so occu- 
pied. —1 whtnp adrov| not merely because maternal feeling is in general more 
keen, quick, and ready to show itself, nor yet because Joseph had not been 
equal to this scene (Lange), but rightly in accordance with Luke’s view of 
the maternal relation of Mary. Bengel : ‘‘non loquebatur Josephus ; major 
erat necessitudo matris,” ‘‘ Joseph did not speak ; the connection with the 
mother was closer.” — ri br] wherefore? See on Mark ii. 16. — év roice rob 
marpbc ov] 7.é., in the house of my Father. See examples of this well-known 
mode of expression in Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 100. So, following Syr. and 
the Fathers, most modern commentators [R. VY. text]. Others, such as Cas- 
talio, Erasmus, Calvin, Maldonatus, Jansen, Wolf, Loesner, Valckenaer, 
Rosenmiiller, Bornemann, de Wette, Ewald, al.: in the affairs of my Father. 
This also is linguistically correct.’ But as Jesus in His reply refers expressly 
to the search of the parents, which He represents as having been made need- 
lessly, it is most natural to find in this answer the designation of the locality, 
in which they ought to have known that He was to be found, without seek- 
ing Him in rebus Patris. He might also be elsewhere. To combine both 
modes of taking it (Olshausen, Bleek) is a priori inappropriate. — dei] as 
Son. This follows from tov rarpéc ov. This breaking forth of the conscious- 
ness of Divine Sonship’ in the first saying which is preserved to us from 
Jesus, is to be explained by the power of the impressions which He experi- 
enced on His first participation in the holy observances of the festival and 
the temple. According to ver. 50, it could not previously, amidst the quiet 
course of His domestic development, have asserted itself thus (‘‘non multum 
antea, nec tamen nihil, de Patre locutus erat,” ‘‘not much hitherto, not 
however nothing, had He spoken concerning the Father,” Bengel on ver. 
50), but now there had emerged with Him an epoch in the course of devel- 
opment of that consciousness of Sonship,—the first bursting open of the 
swelling bud. [See Note XXXI., p. 290.] Altogether foreign to the ingenu- 
ous, child-like utterance, unnatural and indelicate, is the intention of draw- 
ing a contrast which has been imputed to Him : ric yap rapfévov Tiv Ilwand 
matépa eirobvonc avrov éxeivoc dnciy' obK avTog éaTlv O+-GANnOHC pov TATH/P, 
h yap dv év tO olkw abrod qunv, a2 6 Osd¢ éort wov raTHp, Kal dud TOUTO év TH 
oikw avrov eiui, ‘‘ For the Virgin having spoken of Joseph as His father, He 


1See 1 Tim. iy. 15; Bornemann, Schol. sentiment, yet not with the conception 
p. 29; Bernhardy, p. 210; Schaefer, Melet. fully unfolded, but in the dawning appre- 
p. 31 f. : hension of the child, which could only very 
2 At allevents already in Messianic pre- gradually give place to clearness, ver. 52. 
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says : He is not my true father, for then I would be in his house, but God is 
my Father, and therefore [ am in His house,” Theophylact. Erroneous in 
an opposite manner is the opinion of Schenkel, that the boy Jesus named 
God His Father, ‘‘ just as every pious Jewish child might do.” Such a conclu- 
sion could only be arrived at, if He had said +. raztpic 7udv 3; but with 
Jesus in the connection of His entire history r. ratpé¢ sco v points to a higher 
individual relation. And this too it was, which made the answer unintelli- 
gible tothe parents. What every pious Jewish child might have answered, 
they would have understood. See, besides, Keim, geschichtl. Chr. p. 48 f. 

Ver. 50 f. If the angelic announcement, i. 26 ff., especially vv. 32, 35, 
and ii. 10 ff. (comp. especially ver. 19), be historical, it is altogether incom- 
prehensible how the words of Jesus could be unintelligible to His parents. 
[See Note XXXII., p. 290.] Evasive explanations are given by Olshausen, and 
even Bleek and older expositors (that they had simply not understood the 
deeper meaning of the unity of the Son and the Father), Ebrard (that Mary 
had no inner perception of the fact that the Father’s word could become so 
absolutely exclusive a comfort of souls, and be so even in the boy), and others. 
Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 78, gives a candid judgment. — izoraccéu. avrovic] 
That mighty exaltation of the consciousness of divine Sonship not only did 
not hinder, but conditioned with moral necessity in the youthful develop- 
ment of the God-man the fulfilment of filial duty, the highest proof of which 
was subsequently given by the Orucified One, John xix. 26 ff. — 7 d8 uArnp 
«.T.A.] significant as in ver. 19 ; dvarypety denotes the careful preservation. 
Comp. Acts xv. 29; Gen. xxxvul. 11. 


Remarx.—The rejection of this significant history as a myth (Gabler in Neu- 
est. theol. Journ. III. 1, 36 ff. ; Strauss, Weisse,! I. p. 212 ff.), as regards which 
the analogies of the childhood of Moses (Joseph. Anét. ii. 9. 6; Philo, de vita 
Mos. Ti. p. 83 f.) and of Samuel (1 Sam. ii. ; Joseph. Anti. v. 10. 4) have been 
made use of, is the less to be acquiesced in, in proportion to the greatness of 
the impression that must naturally have been made on the Son of God, in the 
human development of His consciousness of fellowship with God, at His first 
taking part in the celebration of the festival in the grand sanctuary of the 
nation,? and in proportion to the unadorned simplicity of the narrative and its 
internal truth as contrasted with the fabulous disfigurements of it in the apoc- 
ryphal Evangelium infantiae, and even with the previous portions of the history 
of Luke himself. Comp. Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 80 f. The objection of an 
unnatural mental precocity applies an unwarranted standard in the case of 
Jesus, who was card wvedua God's Son. 


Ver. 52. Comp. 1 Sam. ii. 26. — #AuKia] not age (so Vulgate, Luther, 
Erasmus, and most expositors), which would furnish an intimation alto- 
gether superfluous, but growth, bodily size (Beza, Vatablus, Grotius, Er. 
Schmid, Bengel, Ewald, Bleck, and others). See on Matt. vi. 27; Luke xix. 3. 


1 Weisse interprets it allegorically ; that Jewish law and from the wisdom of the 
the youthful spirit of Christianity withdrew ancestral schools, ete. 
itself from the care and the supervision of 2Comp. Beyschlag, Christol. @. N. T. 
its parents, é.¢.,from the restrictions of p. 45, 
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Comp. yifave uni inparaovro, ver. 40. ‘' Justam proceritatem nactus est ac 
decoram,” ‘* He attained a stature which was proper and befitting,” Bengel. 
Luke expresses His mental (codig) and bodily (jzuxig) development.’ In favor 
of this explanation we have also the evidence of 1 Sam. lc. : éropebero peya- 
pbpevo, which element is here given by qiunig. — xapiti] gracious favor, as 
at ver. 40. But here, where one twelve years old is spoken of, who now 
the longer He lives comes more into intercourse with others, Luke adds xai 
wApozon,.” Observe, isoreover, that the advancing in God’s gracious favor 
assumes the sinless perfection of Jesus as growing, as in the way of moral 
dadoyment. Comp. on Mark x. 18. But this does not exclude child-like 
innocence, and does not include youthful moral perplexities. Comp. Keim, 
geevichtl. Clr. p. 110 ff. It isa normal growth, from child-like innocence to 
full holiness of the life. Comp. also Beyschlag, Christol. d. N. T. p. 47 ff. 


Nerzes py American Eprror. 


B< B.C fas RO 


Weiss ed. Mey. adds the following references: ‘‘Caspari, chronologisch. 
geograph. Einleitung in das Leben J. chr., 1869, p. 30 ff.; Steinmeyer, Apologet. 
Beity., 1873, TV., p. 29 ££; Schitrer, Lehrbuch d. Newtestamentl. Zeitgeschichte, 
1874, p. 262 f£” ‘The last-named author is quite full. Schaff (History of the 
Onristion Church, L, pp. 121 ff., new ed.) discusses the question, as do Plumptre 
and Woolsey in Smith’s Bible Dictionary (Amer. ed., IV., 3185, article ‘‘Tax- 
ing’), It is necessary to warn the reader that some writers on this subject fail 
to properly adjust the twofold enumeration of years from the Roman and Chris- 
tian eras. 

KX. Ver. 2. airy axoypagy mpory tyéveto K.7.2. 


Accepting the above reading and order, the R.V. renders: ‘‘ This was the first 
enrolment made when Quirinius was governor of Syria.’ The article (Rec.) 
would of course make azoypaey the subject. In English the definite article is 
properly used with the predicate: “‘the first enrolment,” while Greek usage, 
especially with aizvq as subject, would omit it, however definite the predicate 
might be in itself. The force of 2/éve70 is not fully given by the English 
‘*was 7 it might be brought out by this paraphrase: ‘‘ This occurred as the 
first enrolment,”’ ete. 


KEL Ver. 2. The Accuracy of Lule’ s Statement. 


Weiss ed. Mey. has not altered the notes to any great extent, except in re- 
gard to the omission of 7. His additions consist mainly of single references to 


1 In this place he prefixes codia, because as to leave no progress, but merely a suc- 
he has just related so brilliant atrait of cessive revealing of Bisinherent wisdom, or 
the mental development of Jesus.—What else only a growth in the wisdom to be at- 
shifts, moreover, have been resorted to, tained through human experience (scientia 
especially since the time of Athanasius and acquisita) ! ; ; 
Ambrose, to fence with reservations the ? Comp. 1 Sam. 1c.; NNT-DY Di 31D) 
progres A Jesus in wisdom insuchaway OD°WJR-Dy DI); Test. XIL Patr. p. 528. + 
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Schiirer (Newl. Zeitgeschichte) and to Zumpt, who holds that Quirinius was first 
governor of Syria from B.c. 4-1 (4.v. 750 to 753). This, indeed, places his term 
of office after the birth of Christ, since the latter occurred some little time be- 
fore the spring of 750. But if Quirinius had been governor in 750, Luke could 
properly associate the census with him: 1. As probably completed under him. 
2. As giving an easy distinction from the second census under the same gov- 
ernor, It must be granted that this view of Zumpt is not positively established, 
though a passage in Tacitus is urged as supporting it (Annal. 3. 48). But on 
the other hand the probability of Luke’s confusing the matter is very slight. 
He is an accurate historian ; he shows a knowledge of the political relations of 
Judaea; he refers to the well-known census under Quirinius in Acts v. 37. 
Meyer admits enough in the latter part of his ‘‘remark” to qualify his strong 
assertion of Luke’s incorrectness. 

It is certain that syeyovebevv can be used in a wide sense ; and it is possible to 
interpretit here as referring to some official position in Syria with special charge 
of this enrolment. We can admit such a usage on the part of Luke far more 
readily than to believe him, after his own careful research, confused ‘* by a mix- 
ing up of times and matters” through gradually obscuring tradition. 

Enough has been gained by the admission of the presence of Quirinius in the 
East at the time of the birth of Christ to warn all candid investigators against 
too hasty a denial of Luke’s historical accuracy in this verse. The evidence in 
regard to the whole matter is not abundant enough, as yet, to prove a negative. 
Of the two solutions indicated above, that of Zumpt still seems to be the more 
satisfactory, even admitting, as we must, that the earlier governorship of 
Quirinius could not have begun until shortly after the death of Herod, and 
hence after the birth of Christ. 


XXII. Ver. 5. 77 guvyotevuévyn azo. 


Weiss ed. Mey. rightly objects to the comment of Meyer on this phrase. 
The marriage was not yet completed, only in the sense indicated in Matt. i. 25. 
‘«*But could Luke have really supposed that she, contrary to all custom, made 
the journey with her betrothed?’ He suggests a view similar to that of Bis- 
ping. The interpretation ‘‘ who was pregnant’ is also rejected by Weiss, 
who cancels the ‘‘remark’’ of Meyer against the Davidic origin of Mary. 


XXII. Ver. 7. év 76 xatradbyuare. 


Weiss ed. Mey. also holds that this refers to ‘‘the house of a friendly host,’’ 
urging that so small a place as Bethlehem would scarcely have a caravanserai. 


XXIV. Ver. 9. The Time of the Nativity. 


For a clear statement on this subject, with an argument against the position 
of Robinson, accepted by Meyer, see Andrews, Life of our Lord, pp. 16-22. 


XXYV. Ver. 14. dé&a év tnpiorore, k.7.2. 


The genitive must be accepted, if textual criticism has any validity. Meyer’s 
view of the passage is, in the main, accepted by those who reject the received 
reading ; comp. R. V. text. It is probable, however, that more emphasis should 
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be laid upon the thought of God’s good pleasure as the ground of peace. The 
angels would not be perplexed with the dogmatic difficulty of reconciling this 
with the free agency of the ‘‘men of His good pleasure.’’ The popular view of 
the passage is even farther from the angelic utterance than the incorrect read- 
ing and worse rendering of the A. V. 


XXVI. Vv. 8-20. The Angelic Appearance to the Shepherds. 


It is difficult to understand how Meyer could have written both parts of his 
‘*yemark” on this topic. Weiss ed. Mey. either cancels or alters all but the 
first sentence of the entire passage. He denies that the story of Luke is in- 
consistent with ‘‘the subsequent want of knowledge,’’ etc., and asserts that 
nothing is said here of the divine glory of Jesus, which, as contrasted with His 
lowliness, Meyer holds to be ‘‘ the great truth.’’ In other words, he denies the 
validity of Meyer’s objection to the historical character of this part of the nar- 
rative. 

This is not the place to discuss the question fully ; but when a history is said 
to find its truth ‘‘in the sphere of the idea, not in that of historical reality,” 
although narrated by the historian as a reul event, then the only possible mean- 
ing is, that the historian is either mistaken or tells a wilful untruth. Meyer 
seems to have in mind the former explanation, but he is more likely to be 
mistaken than Luke. Meyer’s proper repugnance to ‘‘ mystical references” (see 
p. 270) ought to have guarded him against an explanation ‘‘in the sphere of the 
idea ;”” while his exegetical ability might have revealed to him the real signifi- 
cance of his own language. No praises of ‘‘the living and creative poetry of 
faith’? can hide his implication that some one fabricated this story. If the 
supernatural is admitted at all, then the story of the angelie Announcement 
seems more credible than the theory of its origin suggested by Meyer. ‘‘ Crea- 
tive poetry”? would have given us a complicated anthem, and ‘‘faith,’’ in 
Luke’s day at least, cannot be proven to have been false to truth, even under 
poetic impulse, 


XXVII. Ver. 27. rove yoveic. 


Meyer’s remark on this word presses into service an etymological notion which 
had disappeared fromthe common word, His inference is properly rejected by 
Weiss ed. Mey. 


XXVIII. Ver. 34. ei¢ rrécw Kat avdoracw k.T.A. 


The reference to two classes is preferred in A. R. V., ‘‘the falling and the 
rising up of many.” The A. VY. seems to refer to one class, and the R. V. 
(Eng. com.) is ambiguous. 


XXIX. Ver. 39. Natapér. 


In regard to the difficulty of reconciling Luke’s account with that of Mat- 
thew, Weiss ed. Mey. here remarks that such a reconciliation is unnecessary, 
«« since the difference is the natural result of the fact that these traditions cir- 
culated separately, and none of our Evangelists had an exact and uninterrupted 
knowledge of the history of the birth and youth of Jesus.’’ The difficulty seems 
incompatible with the view that Luke had any knowledge of the Gospel of 
Matthew, and hence the independence of the witnesses makes for the truthful- 
ness of each, The only important question is, Do we know enough of the facts 
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(about which it is declared the Evangelists had not ‘‘ exact and uninterrupted 
knowledge”) to justify us in asserting a positive contradiction? We think not ; 
and, in the absence of complete knowledge, a theory that reconciles the accounts 
of two such witnesses is presumably more correct than a theory that does not. 
Moreover, we do not know how much either Evangelist knew beyond what he 
has recorded. 


XXX. Ver. 42. avaBawédrvtwr. 


The present participle must be accepted as the correct reading (see critical 
note), although Meyer deems the aorist ‘‘necessary.” Even Godet, who usu- 
ally clings to the Recepta, favors the present participle, as indicating customary 
action. Weiss ed. Mey. more correctly accounts for the present, as showing 
that during this going up to Jerusalem there occurred what is afterwards nar- 
rated. The present participle has the force of the imperfect indicative in its 
various forms ; comp, ver. 45, where it answers to the conative imperfect. 


XXXT. Ver. 49. ovk Guerre x.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. properly finds in ovx jdevre areason for doubting Meyer’s sug- 
gestion in regard to ‘‘an epoch, in the course of development, of that conscious- 
ness of Sonship.’’ The language of the answer presupposes that they ought to 
know where to find Him, and this implies some knowledge of His peculiar posi- 
tion.. The quietude of the answer shows that Jesus Himself had before known 
of His relation to the Father. This view does not involve the extreme explana- 
tion given by Theophylact. 


XXXII. Ver. 50. 


t is ‘‘altogether incomprehensible’ how Luke could attempt to write his- 
tory, and succeed in getting a permanent place in literature, without knowing 
how to make a story more consistent with itself than this one is, if Meyer’s ob- 
jection is valid. That Joseph and Mary should fail to understand, ought not to 
be surprising to an acute observer of human nature. Weiss ed. Mey. finds the 
cause of this failure to understand in the apparent opposition to filial duty in 
which the consciousness of divine Sonship now manifested itself, which would 
be all the more remarkable in view of the constant subjection of the child 
hitherto and afterward. The revelations had been respecting the future call- 
ing of the child, and intimated nothing of this kind. Godet (Luke, p. 93) finds 
here another indication that Mary herself is the original source of the narra- 
tive: ‘“‘It was only by the light Mary received afterward from the ministry of 
her Son that she could say what is here expressed : that she did not under- 
stand this saying at the time.”’ 


CHAP SII el so. 291 


CHAPTER. LET. 


Ver. 2. Instead of éni apyiepéwc, Elz. has éx’ apyiepéwv, in opposition to de- 
cisive evidence. — Ver. 4. Aéyovroc] is wanting in BD L A &, min: Copt. Arm. 
Vulg. It. Or. Kus. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. ; 
taken from Matt. iii. 3.— Ver. 5. cifeiav] B D Z, min. Vulg. It. Or. Ir. have 
el0ciac. So Lachm. and Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.]. A mechanical 
repetition from ver. 4. The verse bears no trace of its having been altered to 
agree with the LXX. — Ver. 10. roujoouev] roujowuev, which Griesb. has recom- 
mended, and Scholz, Lachm, Tisch. have adopted, is here and at vy. 12, 14 de- 
cisively attested.—[Ver. 11. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., accept ‘Acyev (instead 
of Aéyex), following 8 B C L and versions.]— Ver. 14. The arrangement ri 
Tomoumev Kat jueic is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be adopted, following B'C* L 
8, min. Syr. Ar. Vulg. Rd. Ver. Brix. Colb.; kai ijueic was omitted, because kai 
follows again, —an omission which, moreover, the analogy of vy. 10, 12 readily 
suggested, —and was afterwards restored in the wrong place (before ti zovjjo.). — 
mpo¢ avtov¢] Lachm., has airoic, following B C* D L =, min. Vulg. It. [So recent 
editors, but not Tisch.] The Receptais a repetition from ver. 13. [Tisch. has 
pndéva a second time, following 8 ; but recent editors retain jdé (Rec.), which 
is well attested. ]— Ver. 17. kai dvaxabapiei] Tisch. has dcaxabapat, as also after- 
wards x. ovvayaysiv, on too weak attestation. [Recent editors, R. V., agree with 
Tisch., following 8* B.]— Ver. 19. After yvvatkéc, Elz. has @:ditrov, in opposi- 
tion to decisive evidence. — Ver. 22. Aéovcav] is wanting in B D L 8, Copt. 
Vulg. codd. of It. Ambr. Condemned by Griesb. and Rinck, deleted by Lachm. 
Tisch. Taken from Matt. iii. 17. Comp. on ver. 4.— od «i . . . mvdéxyoa] D, 
Cant. Ver. Verc. Colb, Corb.* Rd. Clem. Method. Hilar. ap., also codd, in Au- 
gustine, have vidc¢ pov el od, éyO ofuepov yeyévynna oe. An old (Justin, c. Tryph. 
88) Ebionitic (Epiphan. Haer. xxx. 13) addition, which, echoing the expression 
in Acts xiii. 33, found its way into the narrative, especially in the case of Luke. 
— Ver. 23. Many various readings, which, however, are not so well attested as 
to warrant a departure from the Received text (Lachm. and Tisch. have adopt- 
ed dv vidc, o¢ évouifero, and Tisch, has apydu. after "Ijcovc). [The order of 
Tisch. is attested by 8 BL, Origen, and minor witnesses ; accepted by recent 
editors, R. V. See exegetical notes.] — Ver. 23 ff. Many variations in the writ- 
ing of the proper names. — Ver. 33. tov ’Apdu| Tisch. has tov ’Aduewv tov ’Apvet, 
following BL XT 8, Copt. Syre. So also Ewald. Rightly ; the Recepta is a 
correction in accordance with Matt. i. 4 ; 1 Chron. ii. 9. 


Vv. 1, 2. As, on the one hand, Matt. ii. 1 introduces the appearance of 
the Baptist without any definite note of time, only with év 62 raic¢ 7uépace éxet- 
vac ; so, on the other, Luke (‘‘the first writer who frames the Gospel his- 
tory into the great history of the world by giving precise dates,” Ewald), in 
fulfilment of his intention, i. 3, gives for that highly important starting- 
point of the proclamation of the Gospel (‘‘hic quasi scena N. T. panditur,” 
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‘here, as it were, the scenc of the New Testament opens,” Bengel) a date 
specified by a sixfold reference to the history of the period, so as to indicate 
the emperor at Rome and the governors of Palestine, as well as the high 
priest of the time ; namely—(1) in the jifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius 
Caesar. Augustus, who was succeeded by his step-son Tiberius, died on 
the 19th August 767, or the fourteenth year of the era of Dionysius. Sce 
Suetonius, Octav. 100. Accordingly, it might appear doubtful whether Luke 
reckons the year 767 or the year 768 as the first ; similarly, as Tiberius be- 
came co-regent at the end of 764, or in January 765,’ whether Luke begins 
to reckon from the commencement of the co-regency (Ussher, Voss, Pagius, 
Clericus, Sepp, Lichtenstein, Tischendorf, and others), or of the sole-govern- 
ment. Since, however, no indication is added which would lead us away 
from the mode of reckoning the years of the emperors usual among the Ro- 
mans, and followed even by Josephus,” we must abide by the view that the 
fifteenth year in the passage before us is the year from the 19th August 781 to 
the same date 782.° [See Note XXXIII., p. 302.]— (2) When Pontius Pilate 
(see on Matt. xxvil. 2) was procurator of Judaea. He held office from the 
end of 778, or beginning of 779, until 789, in which year he was recalled 
after an administration of ten years ; Joseph. Antt. xviil. 4. 2.— (8) When 
Herod was tetrarch of Galilee. Herod Antipas (see on Matt. li. 22, xiv. 1); 
this crafty, unprincipled man of the world became tetrarch after the death 
of his father Herod the Great in 750, and remained so until his deposition 
in 792. —(4) When Philip his brother was tetrarch of Ituraea and Trachonitis. 
This paternal prince (see Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 45 f.) became prince in 750, 
and his reign lasted till his death in 786 or 787, Joseph. Antt. xviii. 4. 6. 
His government extended also over Batanaea and Auranitis, Joseph. Avntt. 
xvii. 11. 4, as that of Herod Antipas also took in Peraca. For information 
as to Jtwraea, the north-eastern province of Palestine (Miinter, de rebus Itu- 
raeor. 1824), and as to the neighboring Trachonitis between the Antilibanus 
and the Arabian mountain ranges, see Winer, Realwért. — (5) When Lysa- 
nias was tetrarch of Abilene.t The Lysanias, son of Ptolemaeus, known from 
Josephus, Antt. xv. 4. 1 ; Dio Cass. 49, 32, as having been murdered by 
Antony at the instigation of Cleopatra in 718, cannot here be meant, unless 
Luke has perpetrated a gross chronological blunder ; which latter case, in- 
deed, Strauss, Gfrérer, B. Bauer, Hilgenfeld take for granted ; while Vale- 
sius, on Eus. HZ. #. i.10 ; Michaelis, Paulus,® Schneckenburger in the Stud. 


1 Tacit. Ann. 1.3; Sueton. Zid. 20 f.; Vel- 4See especially, Hug, Gutacht. I. p. 119 
leius Paterculus, ii. 121. ff.; Ebrard, p. 180 ff.; Wieseler, p. 174 ff.; 

2 Also Antt. xviii. 6. 10, Where cyev aitis Schweizer in the Theol. Jahrb. 1847, p. 1 ff. 
Thy apxyv does not refer back to an earlier (who treats the chronology of Luke very 
co-regency of Tiberius, so that avrés would unfairly) ; Wieseler in Herzog’s Hncykil. I. 
be equivalent to “ovos; but this avros indi- p. 64 ff.; Lichtenstein, p. 181 ff.; Bleek in 
cates simply a contrast between him and loc. 


Caius, who had been nominated his suc- 5 Jn his Commentary. But in his Hweget. 
cessor. TTandb. he acquiesces in the text as it stands, 

3 See also Anger, zur Chronologie d. Leh- and forces upon it, contrary to the letter, 
ramtes Christi, I., Leipzig 1848; Ideler, the meaning: when Philip the tetrarch of 


Chrono. I. p. 418. Authentication from Tturaea and Trachonitis was also tetrarch 
coins ; Sauley, Athen. fran¢dis. 1855, p. 689 f. over Abilene of Lysanias, Thus, indeed, the 
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u. Krit. 1833, p. 1064, would mend matters uncritically enough by omitting 
Tetpapxovvroc (which is never omitted in Luke, see Tischendorf) ; and the re- 
maining expression : kal ri Avoaviov’ABiAnv7j¢ Some have attempted to con- 
strue, others to guess at the meaning. After the murder of that older Lysa- 
nias who is mentioned as ruler of (duvacretwv) Chalcis, between Lebanon and 
Antilibanus (Joseph. Antt. xiv. 7. 4), Antony presented a great part of his 
possessions to Cleopatra (see Wiescler, p. 179), and she leased them to Her- 
od. Soon afterwards Zenodorus received the lease of the oixoc roi Avoaviov 
(Joseph, Antt. xv. 10.1 ; Bell. Jud. i. 20. 4); but Augustus in 724 compelled 
him to give up a portion of his lands to Herod (Joseph. as above), who after 
the death of Zenodorus in 734 obtained the rest also, Antfé. xv. 10.3. After 
Herod’s death a part of the oixov tov Zyvodépov passed over to Philip (Antt. 
xvii. 11.4; Bell. Jud.ii. 6. 3). It is consequently not to be proved that no 
portion of the territory of that older Lysanias remained in his family. This 
is rather to be assumed,’ if it is supposed that Abilene also belonged to the 
principality of that elder Lysanias. But this supposition is itself deficient 
in proof, since Josephus designates the territory of the elder Lysanias as 
Chaleis (see above), and expressly distinguishes the kingdom of a later Ly- 
sanias, which Caligula (Antt¢. xviii. 6. 10) and Claudius bestowed on Agrip- 
par. (Antt. xix. 5.1, xx. 7.1; Bell. ii. 11. 5, 11. 12. 8) from the region of Chal- 
cis (Bell. ii. 12. 8). But since Abila is first mentioned as belonging to the 
tetrarchy of this /ater Lysanias (Antt. xix. 5. 1), and since the kingdom of 
the elder Lysanias is nowhere designated a tetrarchy, although probably the 
territory of that younger one is so named,” it must be assumed that Josephus, 
when he mentions "AfiAav trav Avoaviov (Antt. xix. 5.1), and speaks of a 
tetrarchy of Lysanias (Antt. xx. 7.1; comp. Bell. li. 11. 5, ii. 12. 18), still 
designates the region in question after that older Lysanias ; but that before 
790, when Caligula became emperor, a tetrarchy of a later Lysanias existed 
to which Abila# belonged, doubtless as his residence, whereas it is quite 
another question whether this latter Lysanias was a descendant or a relation 
of that elder one (see Krebs, Odss. p. 112). Thus the statement of Luke, by 
comparison with Josephus, instead of being shown to be erroneous, is con- 
Jirmed.* — (6) When Annas was high priest, and Caiaphas. Comp. Acts iv. 6. 
The reigning high priest at that time was Joseph, named Caiaphas (see on 


former old Lysanias would also here be Erdk. XV. p. 1060. To be distinguished 


meant. 

1 Casaubon, Krebs, Siiskind the elder, 
Kuinoel, Siiskind the younger in the Stud. 
u. rit. 1836, p. 431 ff.; Winer, and others. 

2 Of whom, therefore, we have to think 
even in respect of the Greek énscription 
which Pococke (Morgent. II. § 177) found 
at Webi Abel (the ancient Abila), and in 
which Lysanias is mentioned as ¢etrarch. 
Comp. Béckh, Jnser. 4521, 4523. 

3It was situated in the region of the Leb- 
anon, eighteen miles north from Damascus, 
and thirty eight miles south from Heliopo- 
lis. Ptolem. v, 18; Anton. liner. ; Ritter, 


from Abilain Decapolis, and other places of 
this name (Joseph. y. 1. 1; Bell. ii. 18. 2, 
TVs te10)s 

4It is, however, altogether precarious 
with Lichtenstein, following Hofmann, to 
gather from the passage before us a proof 
that Luke did not write till after the de- 
struction of Jerusalem, because, namely, 
after that crumbling to pieces of the Hero- 
dian territories, no further interest would 
be felt in discovering to whom Abilene 
belonged at the time of Tiberius. But why 
not? Not even a chronological interest? 
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Matt. xxvi. 3), who had been appointed by Valerius Gratus, the predecessor 
of Pontius Pilate, Joseph. Antt. xviii. 2, 2. His father-in-law Annas held 
the office of high priest some years before, uutil Valerius Gratus became pro- 
curator, when the office was taken away from him by the new governor, and 
conferred first on Ismael, then on Hleazar (a son of Annas), then on Simon, 
and after that on Caiaphas. See Josephus, l.c. This last continued in office 
from about 770 till 788 or 789. But Annas retained withal very weighty in- 
fluence (John xviii. 12 ff.), so that not only did he, as did every one who had 
been dpyepeic, continue to be called by the name, but, moreover, he also par- 
tially discharged the functions of high priest. In this way we explain the 
certainly inaccurate expression of Luke Gn which Lange, Z. J. I. 1, p. 165, 
finds a touch of irony, an element surely quite foreign to the simply chrono- 
logical context), informing the reader. who may not be acquainted with the 
actual state of the case, that Annas was primarily and properly high priest, 
and next to him Caiaphas also. But according to Acts iv. 6, Luke himself 
must have had this view, so that it must be conceded as a result that this 
expression is erroneous,—an error which, as it sprang from the predominat- 
ing influence of Annas, was the more easily possible in proportion to the 
distance at which Luke stood from that time in which the high priests had 
changed so frequently ; while Annas (whose son-in-law and five sons besides 
filled the office, Joseph. Antt. xx. 9. 1) was accustomed to keep his hand on 
the helm. To agree with the actual historical relation, Luke would have 
been obliged to write : éri dpyiepéwe Kaiaga xat”*Avva. [See Note XXXIV., 
p. 802 seq.} Arbitrary shifts have been resorted to, such as : that at that 
period the two might have eachanged annually in the administration of the 
office ;7 that Annas was vicar (}40, Lightfoot, p. 744 f.) of the high priest (so 
Scaliger, Casaubon, Grotius, Lightfoot, Reland, Wolf, Kuinoel, and others, 
comp. de Wette), which, however, is shown to be erroneous by his name be- 
ing placed first ; that he is here represented as princeps Synedrii (SW), 
Lightfoot, p. 746).? But as dapyepe¢ nowhere of itself means president of 
the Sanhedrim, but in every case nothing else than chief priest, it can in this 
place especially be taken only in this signification, since «ai Kaidga stands 
alongside. If Luke had intended to say : ‘‘ under the president Annas and 
the high priest Caiaphas,” he could not have comprehended these distinct 
offices, as they were at that time actually distinguished (which Selden has 
abundantly proved), under the one term dpyiepéwe. [See Note XXXIV., 
p. 302 seq.] Even in xxii. 54, apyep. is to be understood of Annas. — éyévero 
Oya Ocov x.t.A.] Comp. Jer. i. 2 ; Isa. xxxviii. 4f. From this, as from the 
‘following kai 7Aev «.r.2., ver. 8, it is plainly manifest that Luke by his chro- 
nological statements at vv. 1, 2 intends to fix the date of nothing else than 
the calling and first appearance of John, not the year of the death of Jesus,* but 
also not of a second appearance of the Baptist and his ¢mprisonment (Wiese- 


1 Beza, Chemnitz, Selden, Calovius, Hug, 3 Sanclemente and many of the Fathers, 
Friedlieb, Archdol. da. Leidensgesch. p. V3 ff. who, following Luke iv. 19, comp. Isa. lxi. 

2 So Selden, Saubert, Hammond, and re- 1 ff., erroneously ascribe to Jesus only ono 
cently Wieseler, Chronol. Synopse, p. 186 ff., year of His official ministry. 


and in Herzog’s HncyHl. 1. p. 354. 
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ler’), or of his beheading (Schegg). The mention of the imprisonment, vv. 
19, 20, is rather to be regarded only as a digression, as the continuance of 
the history proves (ver. 21). The first appearance of John, however, was 
important enough to have its chronology fixed, since it was regarded as the 
apxy tov evayyeAiov (Mark i. 1). It was the epoch of the commencement of 
the work of Jesus Himself (comp. Acts i. 22, x. 37, xiii. 24), and hence 
Luke, having arrived at this threshold of the Gospel history, ver. 22, when 
Jesus is baptized by John, makes at this point a preliminary pause, and 
closes the first section of the first division of his book with the genealogical 
register, ver. 23 ff., in order to relate next the Messianic ministry of Jesus 
chp ityasit. 

Ver. 3. See on Matt. iii. 1 f. ; Mark i. 4. — repiywpov rod ’Iopd.] Matthew 
and Mark have év 7 épfuw. There is no discrepancy ; for the apparent dis- 
crepancy vanishes with 7/#e in Luke, compared with the narrative of the 
baptism in Matthew and Mark. [See Note XXXY., p. 303. ] 

Vv. 4-6. See on Matt. ii. 3. Luke continues the quotation of Isa. xl. 3 
down to the end of ver. 5, following the LXX. freely. The appeal to this 
prophetic oracle was one of the commonplaces of the evangelic tradition in re- 
spect of the history of John, and betokens therefore, even in Luke, no spe- 
cialsource [see Note XXXYV., p. 803] ; he only gives it—unless a Pauline pur- 
pose isto be attributed to his words (Holtzmann)—more fully than Matthew, 
Mark, and John (i. 23). —In d¢ yéyparra the same thing is implied that 
Matthew expresses by otroc yap éorw 6 pnbeic. — odpayE| Ravine.* This and 
the following particulars were types of the moral obstacles which were to be 
removed by the repentance demanded by John for the restoration of the 
people well prepared for the reception of the Messiah (Gi. 17). There is 
much arbitrary trifling on the part of the Fathers and others in interpreting * 
the particulars of this passage. — The futures are not imperative in force, 
but declare what will happen in consequence of the command, éroudoate 
k.T.2. Kat dperae «.t.A. ought to have guarded against the taking the ex- 
pressions imperatively.* —eic eddeiarv] scil. ddév. See Lobeck, Paralip. p. 363 ; 
Winer, p. 521 [E. T. 590 f.]. —ai tpayeiar} seil. ddoi, from what follows, the 
rough, uneven ways. — deiac| smooth. Comp. Xen. Mem. iii. 10. 1: 7a rpayéa 
Kal Ta Aeia. —TO owrhp. tr. Ocov| See on ii. 30. It is an addition of the LXX. 
The salvation of God is the Messianic salvation which will appear in and 
with the advent of the Messiah before all eyes (éWeras aca capf). As to raca 
caps, all flesh, designating men according to their need of deliverance, and 
pointing to the universal destination of God’s salvation, see on Acts ii. 16. 


1Seein opposition to Wieseler, Ebrard, 
p. 187; Lichtenstein, p. 137 ff. 

2 Thue. ii. 67.4; Dem, 793.6; Polyb. vii. 
15.8; Judith ii. 8. 

3 Well says Grotius : “‘ Nimirum est anxia 
eorum zeptepyia, qui in dictis aAAnyopoujpévors 
singulas partes minutatim excutiunt... 
cum satis sit in re tota comparationem in- 
telligi,’ ‘‘Doubtless there is an anxious 
overexactness (weprepyra) in the case of those 


who, on what is spoken figuratively, ex- 
amine piecemeal the various parts... 
when it is enough to know the agreement 
in the matter as a whole.”’ 

#On the use of the Cyrenaic (Herod. 
iv. 199) word Bovvés, hill, in Greek, see 
Schweighauser, Lex. Herod. I. p. 125 f.: 
Sturz, Dial, Al. p. 154; Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 356. 
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Vv. %9. See on Matt. iii. 7-10. — dyAoc] Kuinoel erroneously says : 
‘‘ Pharisaei et Sadducaei.” See rather on Matt. iii. 7.’— éxrop.] the present. 
The people are represented as still on their way. — obv] since otherwise you 
cannot escape the wrath to come. — kai u7 apnodve x.7.2.] and begin not to 
think, do not allow yourselves to fancy ! do not dispose yourselves to the 
thought ! ‘‘Omnem excusationis etiam conatum praecidit,” ‘‘He cuts off 
the very attempt at excuse,” Bengel. Bornemann explains as though the 
words were xal y7 radu (he likens it to the German expression, ‘‘ das alte 
Lied anfangen”) ; and Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 540, as if it meant cai pndé, 
ne quidem. Comp. also Bengel. 

Vy. 10, 11. Special instructions on duty as far as ver. 14 peculiar to Luke, 
and taken from an unknown source. — oiv] in pursuance of what was said 
vv. %-9.— rovjowpev] (see the critical remarks) is deliberative. On the ques- 
tion itself, comp. Acts ii. 37, xvi. 80. — peradérw] namely, a yirév. — 6 Eyov 
Bpduata] not: ‘qui cibis abundat,” ‘‘who has abundance of food,” Kui- 
noel, following older commentators. The demand of the stern preacher of 
repentance is greater ; it is that of self-denying love, as it is perfected from 
the mouth of Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount. 

Vy. 12, 18. TeAdvac] See on Matt. v. 46. — rapa 70 dvateraypy. buiv] over and 
above what is prescribed to you (to demand in payment). See Winer, p. 215 
[E. T. 240]. The unrighteousness and the exactions of those who farmed 
the taxes are well known. See Paulus, Hxeget. Handb. 1. p. 353 f.? 

Ver. 14. Xrparevduevor| those who were engaged in military service, an idea 
less extensive than orpatiéra. See the passages in Wetstein. Historically, 
itis not to be more precisely defined. See references in regard to Jewish 
military service in Grotius. According to Michaelis, there were Thracians, 
Germans, and Galatians in the service of Herod in his war against Aretas ; 
but this war was later, and certainly Jewish soldiers are meant. According 
to Ewald : soldiers who were chiefly engaged in police inspection, e.g. in 
connection with the customs. — xa jueic] we also. They expect an injunc- 
tion similar (xaé) to that which the publicans received. — dcace/ew] to do vio- 
lence to, is used by later writers of exactions by threats and other kinds of 
annoyance (to lay under contribution), as concutere. Comp. 3 Mace. vii. 
21; see Wetstein, and Schneider, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 9. 1. — cvxodavreiy, in its 
primitive meaning, although no longer occurring in this sense, is to be a jfig- 
shower. [On yndé, see critical note.] According to the usual view (yet sce 
in general, Ast, ad Plat. Rep. p. 362 ; Westermann, ad Plut. Sol. 24), it was 
applied to one who denounced for punishment those who transgressed the 
prohibition of the export of figs from Attica. According to the actual 
usage, it means to denounce falsely, to traduce, and, as in this place, to be 
guilty of chicane, It is often thus used also in the Greek writers.* 


1 The generalization proves nothing on evangelistic sources of which we know 
behalf of Luke’s having been ignorant of nothing. 
our Matthew (Weiss). From such individ- 2 On mpacoew, to demand payment, to 
ual instances an easy argument is drawn, exact, see Blomfield, Gloss. ad Aesch. Pers. 
but with great uncertainty, especially as 482; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anaod, vii. 6. 17. 
Luke knew and made use of a multitude of 3 See Rettig in the Stud. u. Krit. 1888, 
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Ver. 15. Statement of the circumstances which elicited the following 
confession ; although not found in Matthew and Mark, it has not been 
arbitrarily constructed by Luke (Weisse) in order to return again to the con- 
nection, ver. 9 (Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann), but was probably derived from the 
same source as ver. 10 ff., and at all events it is in keeping with the impres- 
sion made by the appearance of John, and his preaching of baptism and re- 
pentance. Comp. John i. 25, where the more immediate occasion is nar- 
rated. — rpoodoxovroc] while the people were in expectation. The people were 
eagerly listening—for what ? This is shown in what follows, namely, for an 
explanation by John about himself. Comp. Acts xxvii. 83. — ufrore] 
whether not perchance. Comp. on Gal. ii. 2. — airéc] ipse, not a third, whose 
forerunner then he would only be. 

Ver. 16. See on Matt. ii. 11; Mark i. 7 f. —arexpiv.] 
cupientibus,” ‘‘to those desiring to ask,” Bengel. — épyerac] placed first for 
emphasis. — od . . . avrov] Comp. Mark i. 7, vii. 25 ; Winer, p. 184 [E. T. 
148 f.]. — airéc] he and no other. 

Ver. 17. See on Matt. iii. 12. 

Vv. 18-20. See on Matt. xiv. 3 ff. ; Mark vi. 17 ff. On péy ody, quidem 
agitur, so that uév, ‘rem praesentem confirmet,” ‘‘ confirms the matter in 
hand,” and ody, ‘‘ conclusionem ex rebus ita comparatis conficiat,” ‘‘ deduces 
a conclusion from matters thus placed together,” see Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 662 f.— «ai &epa] and other matters besides, different in kind from those al- 
ready adduced.’ — eiyyyeAiZero r. Aadv] he supplied the people with the glad 
announcement of the coming Messiah.* — 6 dé ‘Hpddyc¢ x«.7.4.] an historical 
digression in which several details are brought together in brief compass 
for the purpose of at once completing the delineation of John in its chief 
features. To that description also belonged the contrast between his work 
(cimyyeril. rt. Adv) and his destiny. The brief intimation of vv. 19, 20 was 
sufficient for this. — édeyydpevoc x.7.A.] See Matt. xiv. 3 f.—xat rept ravtov 
x.t.A.] peculiar to Luke, but, as we gather from Mark vi. 20, essentially 
historical. The rovypév, attracted with it, stands thus according to classical 
usage.*—éri waov] to all his wicked deeds. — kat xaréxAece] simplicity in 
the style is maintained at the expense of the syntax (Ktihner, § 720). — év rq 
gviah| in the prison, whither he had brought him.* 

Vv. 21, 22. See on Matt. iii. 183-17; Mark i. 9-11. —éyévero 68 x.7.2.] 
resumes the thread dropped at ver. 18 in order to add another epitomized 
narrative, namely, that of the baptism of Jesus. —év 76 Barrio Svat x.7.A. | 
Whilst ° the assembled people (an hyperbolical expression) were being bap- 
tized, it came to pass when Jesus also (cai) was baptized and was praying, 


“interrogare 


p. 775 ff.; Becker, Char. I. p. 289 ff. MWovnpor, 3 See Matthiae, § 473, quoted by Dissen, 


Tovnpov 0 aukobavTys act Kat Baokavov, Dem. 
807. 23; Herbst, ad Xen. Symp. iv. 30, p. 79 f. 

1 As to cat with modAdAd, see Blomfield, ad 
Aesch. Pers. 249; Kiihner, ad Xen, Mem. i. 
2. 24; and as to érepa, see on Gal.i. 7. 

2On the construction, comp. Acts viii. 
25, 40, xiv. 21, xvi. 10; Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 268, 


ad Dem. de Cor. p. 177, 849. 

4 Comp. Acts xxvi. 10; Herodian, v. 8. 12, 
and elsewhere ; Xen. Cyrop. vi. 4. 10. 

5 Bleek is in error (following de Wette) 
when he translates: when .. . He was bap- 
tized. See ii. 27, viii. 40, ix. 36, xi. 37, xiv. 1, 
xix. 15, xxiv. 80; in general, Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 226 f. [E. T. 264]. 
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the heaven was opened, ete. The entire people was therefore present (in 
opposition to Kuinoel, Krabbe, and others), [See Note XXXVL., p. 303. ] 
The characteristic detail, ca? rpocevy., is peculiar to Luke.— owwaric eider doer 
meptot. | 80 that He appeared as a bodily dove. See, moreover, on Matthew. 
Ver. 23. Aurdéc] as Matt. iii. 4: He Himself, to whom this divine onpeiov, 
er. 22, pointed. [On the order of the words, see critical note. ]-— qv dost 
irav tpidxovra apyopuevoc] He was about thirty years of age (comp. li. 42 ; 
Mark v. 42), when He made the beginning,’ viz. of His Messianic office. This 
limitation of the meaning of dpyéuevoc results from ver. 22, in which Jesus 
is publicly and solemnly announced by God as the Messiah.* With the re- 
ception of his baptismal consecration, Jesus entered on the commencement 
of His destined ministry. Comp. Marki. 1; Actsi. 21f., x. 87. [See Note 
XXXVII., p. 303.] The interpretation given by others : ‘‘ Incipiebat autem 
Jesus annorum esse fere triginta,” ‘‘but Jesus was beginning to be about 
thirty years of age,” Castalio (so Luther, Erasmus, Beza [A.V.], Vatablus, 
and many more), could only be justified either by the original running : 
HpEaro evar woel étov TpldKovra, OY Fv woel érove TpLakooTod apyduevoc. It is true 
that Grotius endeavors to fortify himself in this interpretation by including 
in the clause the following ov, so that apyouar dv érdv tpidnovra might mean: 
incipio jam esse tricenarius. But evenif jv... ov be conjoined in Greek 
usage (see Bornemann, ad Xen. Cyr. ii. 8. 18, p. 207, Leipzig), how clumsy 
would be the expression 7v apyduevoc dv, incipiebat esse! *‘ was beginning to 
be,” and, according to the arrangement of the words, quite intolerable. 
Even épy6puevoc has been conjectured (Casaubon). — dv] belongs to vid¢ "Iwagd, 
and ac évowiteto, as he was considered (a¢ édéxet Toi¢g Lovdalore’ O¢ yap y aAnVera 
elyev, ovK Hv vide avrov, ‘as it seemed to the Jews ; for the truth lay, He was 
not his son,” Euthymius Zigabenus), is a parenthesis. Paulus, who con- 
nects ov with dpydu., explains : according to custom (Jesus did not begin His 
ministry sooner). Comp. on Acts xvi. 18. It is true the connecting of the 
two participles dpyéuevoc Sv would not in itself be ungrammatical (see 
Pflugk, ad Hee. 358); but this way of looking at the matter is altogether 
wrong, because, in respect of the appearance of the Messiah, there could be 
no question of a custom at all, and the fixing of the age of the Levites (Num. 
iv. 3, 47), which, moreover, was not a custom, but a daw, has nothing to do 
with the appearance of a prophet, and especially of the Messiah.* Others 
(quoted by Wolf, and Wolf himself, Rosenmiiller, Osiander) refer dy to rob 


‘HAL : 


1So also Paulus, only that, after the 
example of Calvisius, he further attaches 
ov to apxouevos, in which case, however, it 
would be useless, and the subsequent gen- 
ealogy would be without any connecting 
link. Wieseler, Chronol. Synops. p. 125, 
placing apxydpevos before wcei (so Lachmann 
in the margin and Tischendorf), explains: 
“and he was—namely, Jesus when He 
began—about thirty years of age.’’ There- 
fore in the most essential point his view is 


eaistens (cum putaretur filius Josephi) jfilius, i.e., nepos Bli. 


So also 


in agreement with ours. 

2So Origen, Euthymius Zigabenus, Jan- 
sen, Er. Schmid, Spanheim, Calovius, Cleri- 
cus, Wolf, Bengel, Griesbach (in Velthu- 
sen, Comment. I. p. 358), Kuinoel, Anger 
(Tempor. rat. p. 19), de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Ewald, Hengstenberg, Bleek, and 
others. 

3 Comp. further, on os évouig., Dem. 1022. 
16 : of voprgdpmevor wev viels, wn OvTes SE yéver c& 
avTov, and the passages in Wetstein. 
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Schleyer in the Theol. Quartalschr. 1886, p. 540 ff. Even Wiescler (in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1845, p. 361 ff.) has condescended in like manner (comp. 
Lightfoot, p. 750) to the desperate expedient of exegetically making it out 
to be a genealogical tree of Mary thus: ‘‘being a son, as it was thought, of 
Joseph (but, in fact, of Mary), of Eli,” ete. Wieseler supports his view by the 
fact that he reads, with Lachmann and Tischendorf, dec évouig. after vide (B 
L 8), and on weaker evidence reads before ‘Iwof@ the rod which is now 
again deleted even by Tischendorf. [See Note XXXVIIL., p. 303.] But as, 
in respect of the received arrangement of d¢ évou., it is only the dv vide "Iwohd, 
and nothing more (in opposition to Bengel), that is marked out as coming 
under the d¢ évouifero, so also is it in the arrangement of Lachmann (only 
that the latter actually brings into stronger prominence the supposed jilial 
relationship to Joseph) ; and if rov is read before ’Iwo#¢, no change even in 
that case arises in the meaning.’ For it is not vidc that would have to be 
supplied in every following clause, so that Jesws should be designated as the 
son of each of the persons named, even up to rov Oeov inclusively (so Light- 
foot, Bengel), but viot (after tov), as the nature of the genealogical table in 
itself presents it,? making rot Ocod also dogmatically indubitable ; since, 
according to Luke’s idea of the divine sonship of Jesus, it could not occur 
to him to represent this divine sonship as having been effected through Adam. 
No ; if Luke had thought what Wieseler reads between the lines in ver. 28, 
that, namely, Eli was Mary’s father, he would have known how to express it, 
and would have written something like this: dy, d¢ wav évouifero, vide Iwan, 
évtw¢ (Xxill. 47, xxiv. 34) 08 Mapiac tod "HAI «.7.A. But he desires to give the 
genealogy of Jesus on the side of His foster-father Joseph : therefore he writes 
simply as we read, and as the fact that he wished to express required. As 
to the originally Hbionitic point of view of the genealogies in Matthew and 
Luke, see on Matt. i. 17, Remark 3. 


Remarx.—All attempts to fix the year in which Jesus was born by means -of 
the passage before us are balked by the ocei of ver. 23. Yet the era of Dionysius 
bases its date, although incorrectly (754 after the foundation of Rome), on 
Luke iti. 1, 23. Hase, L.J. § 26, follows it, setting aside, because of its myth- 
ical associations, the account of Matthew, that the first childhood of Jesus 
occurred as early as the time of the reign of Herod the Great. But these legend- 
ary ingredients do not justify our rejecting a date fixed by a simple reference 
to the history of the time, for it is rather to be regarded as the nucleus around 
which the legend gathered. As, however, Herod died in 750 (Anger, Rat. tem- 
por. p. 5 f.; Wieseler, Chronol. Synopse, p. 50 ff.), the era of Dionysius is at any 
rate at least about four years in error. If, further, it be necessary, according 
to this, to place the birth of Jesus before the death of Herod, which occurred in 
the beginning of April, then, even on the assumption that He was born as early 
as 750 (according to Wieseler, in February of that year), it follows that at the 


1 This indifferent tod came into the text after the other by rod are found in Herod. 
with extreme facility, in accordance with iv. 157, vii. 204, viii. 181, and others in Wet- 
the analogy of all the following clauses. stein. The Vidgate is right in simply read- 

2~Instances of a quite similar kind of ing, ‘‘filius Joseph. qui fuit Heli, qui fuit 
stringing on the links of a genealogy one Matthat,” ete. 
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time when the Baptist, who was His senior only by a few months, appeared— 
according to iii. 1, in the year from the 19th August 781 to 7832—He would be 
about thirty-one years of age, which perfectly agrees with the woe: of ver. 23, 
and the round number tpiéxovra ; in which case it must be assumed as certain 
(comp. Mark i. 9) that He was baptized very soon after the appearance of John, 
at which precise point His Messianic apy7 commenced, If, however, as accord- 
ing to Matt. ii. 7, 16 is extremely probable, the birth of Jesus must be placed 
as early as perhaps a year before the date given above,! even the age that thus 
results of about thirty-two years is sufficiently covered by the indefinite state- 
ment of the passage before us; and the year 749 as the year of Christ’s birth 
tallies well enough with the Baptist beginning to preach in the fifteenth year 
of the reign of Tiberius.? [See Note XXXIX., p. 303 seq. ] 


Ver. 27. Tot ZopoBaBer, rod SaradiijA| The objection that in this place Luke, 
although giving the line of David through Nathan, still introduces the same 
two celebrated names, and at about the same period as does Matt. i. 12, is 
not arbitrarily to be got rid of. The identity of these persons has been denied 
(so, following older commentators, Paulus, Olshausen, Osiander, Wieseler, 
Bleek), or @ levirate marriage has been suggested as getting quit of the 
difficulty (so, following older commentators, Ebrard, who says that Matthew 
mentions the legal, Luke the natural father of Salathiel), or it has been 
supposed (so Hofmann, Weissag. vu. Hrfill. II. p. 37) that Salathiel adopted 
Zerubbabel. But the less reliance can be placed on such arbitrary devices 
in proportion as historical warranty as to details is wanting in both the 
divergent genealogies, although they both profess to give a genealogy of 
Joseph. The attempt to reconcile the two must be given up. [See Note 
XL., p. 304.] It is otherwise in respect of the names Amos and Nahum, ver. 
25, which cannot be identified with the well-known prophets, and in respect 
of the names Levi, Simeon, Juda, Joseph, vv. 29, 30, which cannot be iden- 
tified with the sons of Jacob, as (in opposition to B. Bauer) is shown by the 
great difference of time. 

Ver. 36. Tod Kaivdv] In Gen. x. 24, xi. 12; 1 Chron. i. 24. Shalach (OW) 
is named as the son of Arphaxad. But the genealogy follows the LXX. in 
Gen. (as above) ; and certainly the name of Kenan also originally stood in 
Genesis, although the author of 1 Chronicles may not have read it in his 
copy of Genesis. See Bertheau on 1 Chron. p. 6. [On ver, 38, see Note 
XLI., p. 304. ] 


1 Not “at least two years, probably even 
Jour or more years,” Keim, D. geschichtt. 
Christus, p. 140. 

2 From the fact that, according to the 
evangelists, Jesus after His baptism began 
His public official ministry without the in- 
tervention of any private teaching, the 
opinion of the younger Bunsen (Zhe Hidden 
Wisdom of Christ, ete., London 1865, II. 
p. 461 ff.)that the Lord, at the beginning 
of His official career, was forty-six years of 
age—loses all foundation: It rests upon 
the misunderstanding of John ii. 20 f., viii. 


57, which had already occurred in the case 
of Irenaeus. See, on the other hand, Rosch 
in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1866, p. 4 ff. 
The assumption of the latter, that the year 
2 before the era of Dionysius was the year 
of Christ’s birth, rests in accordance with 
ancient tradition, to be sure, yet on the 
very insecure foundation of the appearance 
of the star in the history of the Magi, and 
on distrust of the chronology of Herod and 
his sons as set forth by Josephus, for which 
Rosch has not adduced sufficient reasons. 


CHAP. III. 801 


Remarx. — The genealogy in Luke, who, moreover, in accordance with his 
Pauline universalism carries on the genealogical line up to Adam, is appropri- 
ately inserted at this point, just where the Messianic consecration of Jesus and 
the commencement therewith made of His ministry are related. Hence, also, 
the genealogy is given in an ascending line, as Luke did not intend, like Mat- 
thew, to begin his Gospel just at the birth of Jesus, but went much further 
back and started with the conception and birth of the Baptist ; so in Luke the 
proper and, in so far as the historical connection was concerned, the right 
place for the genealogy could not have been, as in Matthew, at the beginning of 
the Gospel. Comp, Kostlin, p. 306.—In its contents the genealogy is extremely 
ditferent from that in Matthew, since from Joseph to David, Luke has far more 
and almost throughout different links in the genealogy ; since Matthew gives the 
line of Solomon, while Luke gives that of Nathan (2 Sam. y. 14; 1 Chron. iii. 
5), although he introduces into it from the former SaiaGijA and ZopoBaBer. 
Seeking in several ways to get rid of this last-mentioned difficulty (see on ver. 
27), many have assumed that Matthew gives the genealogy of Joseph, while Luke 
gives that of Mary. [See Note XXXVIIL., p. 303.] To reconcile this with the 
text, rov ‘HAi has been taken to mean : the son-in-law of Eli, as, following many 
older commentators (Luther, also Chemnitz, Calovius, Bengel), Paulus, Ols- 
hausen, Krabbe, Ebrard, Riggenbach, Bisping, and others will have it ; but this, 
according to the analogy of the rest of the links in the chain, is quite impos- 
sible. The attempt has been made to connect with this the hypothesis of 
Epiphanins, Grotius, Michaelis, and others, that Mary was an heiress, whose 
husband must therefore have belonged to the same family, and must have had 
his name inscribed in their family register (Michaelis, Olshausen); but this 
hypothesis itself, while it is equally objectionable in being arbitrary, and in 
going too far in its application, leaves the question altogether unsolved whether 
the law of the heiress was still in force at that time (see on Matt. 1.17, Rem. 2), 
even apart from the fact that Mary’s Davidie descent is wholly without proof, 
and extremely doubtful. See oni. 36, ii. 4. Another evasion, with a view to 
the appropriation of the genealogy to Mary, as well as that of Wieseler, is al- 
ready refuted! at ver. 23. See also Bleek, Beitr. p. 101 f.—Hence the conclu- 
sion must be maintained, that Luke also gives the genealogy of Joseph. But if this 
be so, how are we to reconcile the genealogy with that given in Matthew? It 
has been supposed that Joseph was adopted (Augustine, de consens. evangel. ii. 
3; Wetstein, Schegg), or more usually, that he sprang from a levirate marriage 
(Julius Africanus in Eusebius, H.#. i. 7), so that Matthew adduces his natural 
father Jacob, while Luke adduces his legal father Eli (Julius Africanus, Theo- 
phylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Augustine), or vice versé (Ambrosius, Grotius, 
Wetstein, Schleiermacher). But what a complication this hypothesis, in itself 
quite arbitrary, involves! In this way Eli and Jacob must be taken to be mere 
half-brothers, because they have different fathers and forefathers! So in re- 
spect of Salathiel’s mother, we must once more call in the help of a levirate 
marriage, and represent Neri and Jechonia as in like manner half-brothers! 


1 That Eli was the father of Wary is also therefore, Eli was Joseph’s foster father, but 
inferred by Delitzschon Hebr. p. 290, who Mary’s actual father. What groundless de- 
suggests that after the premature death of vices! And yet the passage itself is “as 
his father Jacob, Joseph was adopted, simple as possible until we want to force it 
namely, by this Eli as his foster son, and to say what it does not say,” Hofmann, 
brought up along with Mary; that thus, Schriftbew. I. 1, p. 112. 
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In addition to this, the obligation to the levirate marriage for the half-brother is 
not authenticated, and the importing of the natural father into the legal gene- 
alogy was illegal; finally, we may make the general remark, that neither 
Matthew nor Luke adds any observation at all in citing the name of Joseph’s 
father, to call attention to any other than the ordinary physical paternal rela- 
tionship. No; the reconciliation of the two genealogical registers, although 
they both refer to Joseph, is impossible ; but it is very natural and intelli- 
gible that, as is usual in the case of great men, whose descent in its individual 
steps is obscure, no anxiety wasfelt to investigate his ancestry until long after 
the death of Jesus—until the living presence of his great manifestation and 
ministry nolonger threw into the shade this matter of subordinate interest. 
[See Note XLIL., p. 304.] The genealogical industry of the Jewish Christians 
had collected from tradition and from written documents several registers, 
which, appearing independently of one another, must have given very different 
results, as far back as David, in consequence of the obscurity of Joseph’s gene- 
alogy. The first Evangelist adopted a genealogy in accordance with the David- 
Solomon line ; but Luke adopted a totally different one, following the David- 
Nathan line.! But that Luke, as a matter of fact, rejected the genealogy of 
Matthew, is according to 1. 3 to be regarded asa result of his later inquiries, as 
in general the great and irreconcilable divergence of his preliminary history 
from that of Matthew suggests the same conclusion. Only the motives of his 
decision are so completely unknown to us, that to concede to his genealogy the 
preference (v. Ammon, ZL. J. I. p. 179) remains unsafe, although the derivation 
of the Davidic descent of Jesus from the Nathan (therefore not the royal) line 
presupposes an investigation, in consequence of which the derivation of that 
descent through Solomon, which doubtless had first presented itself, was aban- 
doned in the interest of rectification (according to Késtlin, indeed, in the 
Ebionitic interest, in opposition to the royal line stained with crime, and in op- 
position to worldly royalty-in general).— As the genealogy in Matthew is 
arranged in accordance with a significant numerical relation (three times four- 
teen), a similar relation is also recognizable in the genealogy by Luke (eleven 
times seven), even although no express reference is made to it. See already 
Basil. M. IIT. p. 399 C. 
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XXXII. Ver. 1. ’Ev érec 68 revrexacdexatw k.T.2. 


That the reckoning may be made from the beginning of the joint reign, 
appears from the citations in Zumpt, das Geburtsjahr Christi, pp. 293-296, and 
Wieseler, Beilrage, VIII., p. 1938. So Weiss ed. Mey., Godet, and many others. 
This would give as the ‘fifteenth year’’ from Jan. 1, 779, to Jan. 1, 780, a period 
which accords with the other chronological indications. (See Note XXXIX., 
p. 303 seq.) 


XXXIV. Ver. 2. én? apyiepéwe “Avva x.7.A. 
Weiss ed. Mey. properly objects to the view that Luke’s expression is erro- 


neous, and that Acts iv. 6 proves him to haye thought ‘‘that Annas was prima- 


1 This variation in the Davidic descent of _ theology. See Delitzsch in the Zeitschr. /. 
the Messiah occurs also in the later Jewish Luth, Theol. 1860, 3, p. 460 f. 
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rily and properly high priest.’” He suggests that the name of Annas as the 
older person necessarily comes first. He also refers to Schiirer, Zeilgeschichte, 
p. 411 ff., against Meyer’s view that there was ‘‘a president of the Sanhedrim.” 


XXKXY. Ver. 3. mepiywpov x.7.A. 

Weiss (in his commentary on Matthew, p. 109) finds in the similarity of this 
expression with Matt. 111. 5 a proof of its presence in ‘the older source,’’ while 
Mark’s description is in accordance with the prophecy. But the variations, in 
this first narrative statement common to the Synoptists, furnish a strong proof 
of independence. Weiss regards the citation from the prophet as also derived 
from ‘‘the older source.’’ 


XXXVI. Ver. 21. dravta tov Aadv. 


Meyer’s explanation is unsatisfactory. Weiss ed. Mey. and Godet more cor- 
rectly regard the verse as indicating that the baptism of Jesus took place during 
the period of John’s active labors in baptizing the people. Certainly év points 
to this sense, and the aorist Barticfjva: is used because the writer conceives of 
John’s labors as a whole. 


XXXVII. Ver. 23. 7v Inoovc apyduevog ost érav TpidKovra. 

The above order is now generally accepted (see critical note), and serves to 
confirm the interpretation of Meyer (see his foot-note, p. 298). So Weiss ed. Mey. 
Comp. R. V.: ‘‘And Jesus Himself, when He began fo teach, was about thirty 
years of age.”’ 

XXXVIII. Ver. 23. Ov vide, o¢ évouifeto, "Iwofd. 

This order is well attested and now generally accepted. Itfavors the view 
which makes what follows a genealogy of Mary. Weiss ed. Mey. throughout 
opposes the theory of Meyer in regard to the genealogy. He omits the stric- 
tures upon Wieseler’s interpretation, and says: ‘‘It cannot be denied that, 
through the critically-attested absence of the article before ’Iwo7¢, this is con- 
nected more closely with évouifero and separated from the following genitives.” 
This, it will, be seen, is emphatically true with the above order. Meyer does 
not fairly face the question as it is presented by the correct text. As regards his 
exegetical position Weiss says: ‘‘ But the assumption that Luke would here 
give the genealogy of the foster-father Joseph, which Meyer still so emphat- 
ically presses, is, notwithstanding, exegetically impossible. For he isnot here 
described as a foster-father, but as his supposed father, and the genealogy of 
such an one can have for Jesus absolutely no significance. Hence all the fol- 
lowing genitives, although they certainly could be subordinated one to the 
other, must be co-ordinated, so that all are alike dependent on vidc, and Jesus 
is described as the son of all these men in the sense in which elsewhere He is 
called a son of David, a sonof Abraham, ete. For it is self-evident that Jesus, 
who was only reputed a son of Joseph, could be a son of Heli only through His 
mother, whose ancestors were all these further-named men, that are then at the 
same time all His ancestors.” (See further below, Note XLII.) 


XXXIX. Ver. 23. The Year. 


The chronological question is much simplified by reckoning ‘‘the fifteenth 
year” (ver. 1) from the beginning of the joint reign of Tiberius, as Weiss ed. 
Mey. remarks. If we reckon from the sole reign, the first passover of our Lord’s 
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ministry would fall in 782; on the Tripaschal theory, this would make the 
year of His death 784 ; on the Quadripaschal, it would be 785. Both dates are 
too late, according to the testimony of Tertullian. Moreover, since the date of 
Christ’s birth must be placed before the death of Herod, Meyer's date (Aug. 
19, 781-2) would make the beginning of the ministry when our Lord was 
nearly, if not fully, thirty-two years of age, since allowance must be made for 
the preceding ministry of the Baptist, and also for the interval between the 
Nativity and the death of Herod. The term doei might cover two additional 
years, but it is unlikely that Luke would useit so loosely. Many authors, here 
also, are quite confused in their reckoning. 


XL. Ver. 27. tov ZopoBaBer, tov SahabrHA. 

The identity of these persons with those named in Matthew’s genealogical list 
cannot be proven: the fact that other identical names refer to different per- 
sons in the two lists at least forbids the creating of a difficulty by insisting upon 
the identity here. 

XLI. Ver. 38. rot Adau, tov Geod. 


Weiss ed. Mey. remarks upon this: ‘‘It cannot possibly indicate that Adam 
was the son of God as Seth was the son of Adam. For even if it were pos- 
sible to regard the creation of Adam by God in the biblical sense as a begetting 
by Him, the mention of this circumstance would be here entirely superfluous, or 
it would present the ‘Divine Sonship of Jesusas mediated through Adam (and 
all his posterity),’ which certainly cannot be the design of Luke. This exeget- 
ical impossibility is avoided only by accepting the genitives as co-ordinate, and 
allowing Jesus to be described both as the son of His human ancestors (on the 
side of Mary) and as the son of God, which in this connection indeed can be 
understood only of His being physically begotten by the miraculous power of 
God (comp. i. 35), Thus the conclusion of the genealogy confirms the result 
reached in regard to ver. 23.” 


XLII. The Two Genealogies. 


Meyer’s explanation of the difference between the two genealogies is rendered 
unnecessary by the view, so strongly advocated by Weiss, that on exegetical 
grounds that of Luke must be regarded as containing the ancestry of Mary. 
Moreover, this explanation is in itself improbable, since obscurity of lineage 
was uncommon among the Jews. Chaps. i. 27, ii. 4 imply that the genealogy 
of Joseph was well known. It follows that all the artificial attempts at recon- 
ciliation cited by Meyer from Julius Africanus to Schleiermacher are also un- 
necessary. ‘‘But the exegetical result remains untouched by these futile at- 
tempts. . . . Luke presupposes the Davidic descent of Mary (against Meyer), as 
also Justin (Dial. § 100) and other Fathers do, and the Talmud (Tr. Chagig. 77, 4) 
calls her a daughter of Heli. To this may be added that our genealogy is 
derived from the same source as the preliminary history” (Weiss ed. Mey.). 
This last consideration, in view of the probability that this source was origi- 
nally connected with the family circle of Mary, is of much weight. That Luke 
confused the genealogy of Mary with that of Joseph, is as unlikely in itself as it 
is contrary to the results of exegesis. The inconsequence of his introducing a 


genealogy of Joseph, knowing it to be such, has already been sufficiently indi- 
cated, 


CHAP. IY. 305 


CHAPTER LY: 


Ver. 1. ei¢ tiv épyuov] BD L 8, Sahid. codd. of It. have év rq gpfuw. Ap- 
proved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta is a mechanical 
alteration in accordance with the parallels. — Ver. 2. Before éxeivace Elz. Scholz 
have dvorepov, in opposition to B D L 8, vss. Cyr. Beda. From Matt. iv. 2. — 
Ver. 3. Following nearly the same evidence, read with Lachm. and Tisch. elev 
dé instead of Kai elev. — Ver. 4. GAN Ext ravtt phate Ocov] is wanting in BL &, 
Sahid. Left out by Tisch. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., bracketed by Treg.]. 
But almost all the versions and Fathers vouch for these words ; if they had 
been added, they would, especially in an expression so well known and fre- 
quently quoted, have been more closely and perfectly adapted to Matthew. — 
Ver. 5. 6 diaBoAoc] is wanting in BDL 8, min, Copt. Sahid. Arm. Cant. Con- 
demned by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An addition from Matthew. There is 
almost quite as strong evidence against eic¢ dpo¢ i)., which nevertheless is found 
in D, but with the addition of Aiav. Lachm. has bracketed ei¢ dpo¢ i. Tisch. 
has rightly deleted it. The expression avay. by itself seemed to be in need of 
the more exact definition, and so it was added from Matthew. — Ver. 7. Instead 
of aoa, Elz. has rdvra, in opposition to decisive evidence. From Matt. iv. 9. 
—Ver. 8. Instead of yéyparra by itself, Elz. has: traye oriow pov catava: yéypa- 
x7a yap. So also has Scholz, but without ydp; Lachm. has #7. oz. pe. o. in 
brackets, and has deleted yap. Against dr. or. uw. o. are BDL &, min. and 
most of the vss. Or. Vigil. Ambr. Bede ; against ydp there is decisive evidence. 
Both the one and the other, deleted by Tisch., are interpolations ; see on Matt, 
iy. 10. —Ver. 9. Instead of wide Elz. has 6 vidc, in opposition to evidence so de- 
cisive that vidc without the article is not to be derived from ver. 3. — Ver, 11. 
Instead of xai Elz. and the Edd. have xai iv. As this 67s has by no means the 
preponderance of evidence against it, and as its omission here may be so easily ac- 
counted for by its omission in the parallel passage in Matthew, it ought not to 
have been condemned by Griesb.—[Ver. 16. Weiss calls attention to the fact that 
the form Nalapa is attested by weighty authorities only here (8 B 2) and Matt. 
iy. 13.—— Recent editors, R. V., with A B A, etc., read reOpayévoc (Rec.), for which 
Tisch. substitutes dvareOp., with & L, 33, 69.] — Ver.17. avarritac] ABL & 33, 
Syr. Copt. Jer. have avotfac. So Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.]; but it is an 
interpretation of the word avarr., which occurs in the New Testament only in 
this place: — Ver. 18. The form civexey (Elz. évexev) is decisively attested. Not 
so decisively, but still with preponderating evidence, is evayyeAicacfa: (Elz, 
evayyenivecbar) also attested. — After aréoraAné we Elz. and Scholz (Lachm. in 
brackets) have idoacba trove ovvretpyupévove tyv Kapdiav, Which is not found in 
BDL# , min. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. ms. It. Sax. Or. and many Fathers. An 
addition from the LXX. — Ver. 23. Instead of cic Kar. (Tisch. following B [and 
N] : ele r)v Kar.) Elz. Scholz have év rj Kaz., in opposition to BD L 8, min. 
Marcion, the reading in these authorities being eic. An amendment. Comp. 
the following év rj rarp. c. — Ver. 25. éxi ér7] BD, min. vss. have merely ér7, 


20 
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So Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, text]. But how easily ETI would drop out as 
superfluous, and that too when standing before ETH, a word not unlike EIII in 
form !— Ver. 26. Javoc | ABCDLXT 8, min. vss., including Vulg. It. Or., 
have Xwwviac. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. From the 
LXX. 1 Kings xvii. 9. [But recent editors, R. V., accept the abundantly attested 
Liduviac.] — Ver. 29. Before og¢pioc Elz. and Lachm. (the latter by mistake) have 
Tic, in Opposition to decisive evidence. — Instead of Gate Elz. and Scholz have 
el¢ 76, in opposition to B DL &, min. Marcion, Or. An interpretation.—[Ver. 
33. Acyov is probably from Mark ; omitted by Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, 
R. V., with 8B L.] —Ver. 35. 2] BD LV #8, min. Vulg. It. Or. have az’. 
Approved by Griesb. and Schulz. Adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; 
Luke always expresses himself thus. See immediately afterwards the expres- 
sion é&7AGev ax’ avtov, which is in correspondence with Christ’s command. 
[Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 A BCL, and most, read 16 pécov.] — 
Ver. 38. é] BO DLQX&, min. Or. Cant. have azé. Approved by Griesb., 
adopted by Tisch. Rightly ; é« is from Mark i. 29. —The article before mev0epa 
(in Elz.) has decisive evidence against it. — Ver. 40. éx0eic| Lachm. and Tisch. 
have énuiriBeic, following B D Q =, min. Vulg. It. Or. 
most familiar to the transcribers. [The same authorities sustain éBepamevev ; ac- 
cepted by Tisch., recent editors. ]— Ver. 41. xpdfovra] Lachm. Tisch. have xpav- 
yavovra, following ADE GHQUVTIA, min. Or. Rightly ; the more current 
word was inserted. [Treg. text, W. and Hort, R. V., have xpdGovra.] After od ef 
Elz. Scholz have 6 Xpioréc, which has such weighty evidence against it that it 
must be regarded as a gloss. — Ver. 42. Instead of éreCArovv Elz. has é(yrovp, in 
opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 43. ei¢ rovTo aréoraAua] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have én? rovto amectaAnyv. Rightly ; émi isin BL &, min., and dmeardaAnv 
in BDLX &, min. Both the etc and the perfect form are taken from Mark i. 
38, Elz.—[Ver. 44. Tisch. Treg. W. and Hort, R. V., with 8 B D, read eic 7. 
ovvaywyac. — Instead of Tadraaiac (Rec. Tisch. Treg. text, W. and Hort marg., 
R. V. text, following A D and most, Vulg.) the reading ’Iovdaiag is found in 
8 BCL, Copt. It is the more difficult, hence probably altered ; accepted by 
Treg. marg., W. and Hort. text, Weiss, R. V. marg. | 


ériOeic was the form 


Vv. 1-13. See on Matt. iv. 1-11. Comp. Mark i. 13.— According to 
the reading év 77 épfuw (see the critical remarks), Luke says : and He was led 
by the (Holy) Spirit in the wilderiess, whilst He was for forty days tempted of 
the devil. Thus the Spirit had Him in His guidance as His ruling principle 
(Rom. vii. 14). Luke relates besides, varying from Matthew, that Jesus 
(1) during forty days (comp. Mark i. 18) was tempted of the devil (how ? 
is not specified), and that then, (2) moreover, the three. special temptations 
related in detail occurred.’ [See Mark, Note VI., p. 26.] This variation 
from Matthew remained also in the Recepta cic tiv tonuov, in respect of which 


1 According to Hilgenfeld, Luke’s depen- 
dence on Matthew and Mark is said to be 


tations (see on Matt. iv. 5, Rem.), and the 
omission of the angels’ ministry, would be 


manifested with special clearness from his 
narrative of the temptation. But just in 
regard to this narrative he must have fol- 
lowed a distinct source, because otherwise 
his variation in the sequence of the temp- 


incomprehensible (which Hilgenfeld there- 
fore declares to be a pure invention), as, 
moreover, the aypu karpod (ver. 138) peculiar 
to Luke points to another source. 
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the translation would be: He was led of the Spirit into the wilderness in order 
to be tempted of the devil during the space of forty days (by reason of the 
present participle, see on ii. 45). — Ver. 8. 76 Alw robrw] more concrete than 
Matt. iv. 4. — Ver. 5. dvayayév] (see the critical remarks) he led Him up- 
wards from the wilderness to a more loftily situated place. The ‘‘ very high 
mountain” (Matthew) is a more exact definition due to the further devel- 
oped tradition. Luke has drawn from another source. — év oriyui yp.] In a 
point of time,’ in a moment, a magically simultancous glimpse ; a peculiar 
feature of the representation.? — Ver. 6. abrév] tév BactAcciv. — Observe the 
emphasis of col. . . ob (ver. 7). —rapadédorat| by God, which the 
boastful devil cunningly intends to have taken for granted. — Ver. 10 f. ére] 
not recitative, but : that, and then kal ore: and that. Comp. vii. 16. 
[See Note XLIII., p. 315.] Otherwise in Matt. iv. 6. —pjrore] ne unquam, 
‘lest at any time,” not necessarily to be written separately (Bornemann).?— 
Ver. 18. ravra xetpaop. | ‘every temptation, so that he had no further temptation 
in readiness. ‘‘ Omnia tela consumsit,” ‘‘ He exhausted all his darts,” Bengel. 
— aype karpov] until a fitting season, when he would appear anew against Him 
to tempt Him. It is to be taken subjectively of the purpose and idea of the devil ; 
he thought at some later time, at some more fortunate hour, to be able with 
better success to approach Him. Historically he did not undertake this again 
directly, but indirectly, as it repeatedly occurred by means of the Pharisees, 
etc. (John viii. 40 ff.), and at last by means of Judas, xxii. 84; but with 
what glorious result for the tempted !_ Comp. John xiv. 80. The difference of 
meaning which Tittmann, Synon. p. 87, has asserted (according to which 
dxpte Karpov is said to be equivalent to gw¢ réAovc) is pure invention. See 
Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 308 f. Whether, moreover, the characteristic ad- 
dition adyp: Kkacpod is a remnant of the primitive form of this narrative 
(Bwald) or is appended from later reflection, is an open question. But it 
is hardly an addition inserted by Luke himself (Bleek, Holtzmann, and 
others), since it is connected with the omission of the ministry of the angels. 
This omission is not to be attributed to a realistic effort on the part of Luke 
(Holtzmann, but see xxii. 43), but must have been a feature of the sowrce 
used by him, and hence the dypz «acpod must also have already formed part 


of it. 


. Euol . 


withstanding their varied local situation 
upon the whole earth. Bengel says appro- 
priately, ‘‘ acuta tentatio,” ‘‘an acute temp- 
tation.” 

® See rather Ellendt, Zex. Soph. II. p. 107; 
Lipsius, Gramm. Unters. p. 129 f. 


1Qn the expression, comp. Plut. Aor. 
p. 104 A; Jacobs, ad Anthol. VIL. p. 126. 

2 The various attempts to make this év 
ottyy xpdvov intelligible may be seen in 
Nebe, d. Versuch. d. Herrn, Wetzlar 1857) 
p. 109 ff. The author himself, regarding 


the temptation as an actual external his- 
tory, avails himself of the analogy of the 
fatum morganum, but says that before the 
eyo of the Lord the magical picture imme- 
diately dissolved. But according to the 
connection év czy. xp. does not mean that 
the appearance lasted only a single moment, 
but that the whole of the kingdoms were 
brought within the view of Jesus, not as it 
were successively, but in one moment, not- 


4 According to Wieseler, Synopse, p. 201, 
the persecutions on the part of the Jews are 
meant, which had begun, John v. 15-18 ff. ; 
there would therefore be a longer interval 
between vv. 13, 14. But a comparison of 
ver. 14 with ver. 1 shows that this interva 
is introduced in the harmonistic interest; 
moreover, Hofmann’s reference to the 
agony in Gethsemane (Schrifibew. I. 1, p. 817) 
is introduced, since not this, but probably 
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Ver. 14. Comp. on Matt. iv. 12; Mark i. 14. The public Galilean min- 
istry of Jesus begins, ver. 14 forming the introduction, after which, in ver. 
15 ff., the detailed narrative follows. Schleiermacher, Schr. d. Luk. p. 50, 
arbitrarily, and contrary to the analogy of the parallels, says: that ver. 15 f. 
was the conclusion of a document which embraced the baptism, the gen- 
ealogy, and the temptation. —év r. duvay. rot rv.] invested with the power 
of the Holy Spirit : ‘‘ post victoriam corroboratus,” ‘‘ strengthened after 
victory,” Bengel. — kai ¢fun x.7.2.] and rumor went forth, etc., not anticipat- 
ing what follows in ver. 15 (de Wette) ; but it is the rumor of the return of 
the man who had been so distinguished at his baptism, and had then for 
upwards of forty days been concealed from view, that is meant. — kal” bAne 
«.T.A.| round about the whole neighborhood, Acts viii. 31, 42. 

Ver. 15. Avréc] He Himself, the person as opposed to their report. 

Ver. 16. As to the relation of the following incident to the similar one in 
Matt. xiii. 53 ff., Mark vi. 1 ff., see on Matthew. No argument can be 
drawn from ver. 23 against the view that the incidents are different, for 
therein a ministry at Capernaum would already be presupposed (Schleier- 
macher, Kern, de Wette, Weiss, Bleek, Holtzmann, and others), as a pre- 
vious ministry in that same place in the course of a journey (not while re- 
siding there) is fully established by vv. 14, 15. According to Ewald (comp. 
also his Gesch. Chr. p. 345), who, moreover, rightly distinguishes the pres- 
ent from the subsequent appearance at Nazareth, there are incorporated 
together in Luke two distinct narratives about the discourses of Jesus in 
Nazareth. But with reference to the mention of Capernaum at ver. 28, see 
above ; the connection, huwever, between vv. 22 and 23 is sufficiently 
effected by ovy obréc éorw 6 vide Iwonp. In ver. 31 ff. it is not the first ap- 
pearance of Jesus at Capernaum in general that is related, but the first por- 
tion of His ministry after taking wp His residence there (ver. 31), and a spe- 
cial fact which occurred during that ministry is brought into prominence 
(ver. 38 ff.). According to Késtlin, p. 205, Luke met with the narrative at 
a later place in the Gospel history, but placed it here earlier, and allowed 
the yevdu. ei¢ Kagapy. inappropriately to remain because it might at a pinch 
be referred to ver. 15. Assuredly he did not proceed so frivolously and 
awkwardly, although Holtzmann also (comp. Weizsiicker, p. 398), follow- 
ing Schleiermacher, etc., accuses him of such an anticipation and self- 
contradiction, and, moreover, following Baur and Hilgenfeld, makes this 
anticipation find its motive withal in the supposed typical tendency of ver. 
24. [See Note XLIV., p. 815.]— ob 7 reOpaup.] an observation inserted to 
account for the circumstances mentioned in vv. 22, 23. — card 70 eiw6. aiTd] 
refers to His visiting the synagogue on the Sabbath, not also to the avéory. 
The Sabbath visit to the synagogue was certainly His custom from His 
youth up.’ — davéory avayvovac] for the Scripture was read standing (Vitringa, 
Synag. p. 185 f.; Lightfoot, p. 760 f.; Wetstein zm loc.) ; so when Jesus 


the whole opposition of the hierarchy (John devil. 
vill: 44), and finally the crime of Judas 1 Comp. Bengel and Lange, Z. J. II. 2, 
(John xiii. 2, 27), appears as the work of the pp. 545. 
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stood up it was a sign that He wished to read. It is true, a superintendent 
of the synagogue was accustomed to summon to the reading the person 
whom he regarded as being fitted for it ; but in the case of Jesus, His offer- 
ing Himself is as much in keeping with His peculiar pre-eminence, as is the 
immediate acquiescence in His application. 

Ver. 17. "Ered60n] it was given up to Him—that is to say, by the officer of 
the synagogue, Lightfoot, p. 763. —‘Heaiov] the reading of the Parascha 
(section out of the law), which preceded that of the Haphthara (prophetic 
section), appears to have been already concluded, and perhaps there was ac- 
tually in the course a Haphthara from Isaiah.! But in accordance with His 
special character (as xipio¢ tov cafsBdrov, Matt. xii. 8), Jesus takes the section 
which He lights upon as soon as it is unrolled (avarr., comp. Herod. i. 48, 
125), and this was a very characteristic Messianic passage, describing by 
very definite marks the Messiah’s person and work. By avarrb€ac [see crit- 
ical note] 7d 6:84. and eipe the lighting exactly on this passage is repre- 
sented as fortuitous, but just on that account as being divinely ordered (ac- 
cording to Theophylact : not card ovvtrvyiay, but airov beAfoavroc). 

Vv. 18, 19. Isa. Ixi. 1, 2, following the LXX. freely. The historical 
meaning is: that He, the prophet, is inspired and ordained by God to an- 
nounce to the deeply unfortunate people in their banishment their liberation 
from captivity, and the blessed future of the restored and glorified theoc- 
racy that shall follow thereupon. The Messianic fulfilment of this announce- 
ment, 7.¢., the realization of their theocratic idea, came to pass in Christ 
and His ministry.? — ov eivexer] in the original text |}. : because, and to this 
corresponds 0% éivexev : propterea quod, because, as obvexev is very frequently 
thus used by the classical writers. The expression of the LXX., which 
Luke preserves, is therefore not erroneous (de Wette and others), nor do 
the words ov civexev introduce the protasis of a sentence whose apodosis is 
left out (Hofmann, Weissag. u. Hrf. Il. p. 96).*— éypice] a concrete de- 
scription, borrowed from the anointing of the prophets (1 Kings xix. 16) 
and priests (Ex. xxviii. 41, xxx. 30), of the consecration, which in this in- 
stance is to be conceived of as taking place by means of the spiritual investi- 
ture.t —xrwyoic| the poor DIY. See on Matt. v. 3. They—in the original 
Hebrew the unhappy exiles—are more precisely designated by aiyyaddr., as 
well as by the epithets, which are to be taken in their historical sense typi- 
cally, rudAcic and reOpavopévore (crushed to pieces), whereby the misery of the 
xrwxol is represented asa blinding and a bruising. According to the typi- 
cal reference to the Messiah, these predicates refer to the misery of the spirit- 
ual bondage, the cessation of which the Messiah was to announce and (aroo- 
reiAac) to accomplish. Moreover, the LXX. varies considerably from the 


1 The arrangement of the present Haph- 
tharas was not yet settled at the time of 
Jesus. See Zunz, Gottesd. Vortrdge d. Juden, 
B65 

2 Comp. Schleiermacher, ZL. J. p. 270 f. 

3 The form eivexey (2 Cor. vii. 12) is, 
moreover, classical; it occurs in Pindar, 
Isthm. viii. 69, frequently in Herodotus (see 


Schweighatiser, Lew. sub. verd.), Dem. 45. 11. 
See generally, Kriiger, IT. § 68. 19. 1 f. 

4 Observe the difference of tense, éxpice... 
amréotadke : He anointed me, He hath sent me 
(and Lam here !) ; also the lively asyndeton 
in the two verbs (aréor. without xa), a well 
as also in the three infinitives. 
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original Hebrew (doubtless the result of a various reading which mixed 
with this passage the parallel in Isa. xlii. 7), and Luke again does not agree 
with the LXX., especially in drooreiAa refpavop. év adécer, which words are 
from Isa. lviii. 6, whence Luke (not Jesus, who indeed read from the roll of 
the book) or his informant relating from memory having taken them erro- 
neously, but by an association of ideas easily explained mixed them up in 
this place. — évavrov kupiov dexrév| an acceptable year of the Lord, %.¢., a wel- 
come, blessed year belonging to Jehovah, whereby is to be understood in 
the typical reference of the passage the Messianic period of blessing, while 
in the historical sense the blessed future of the theocracy after the exile is de- 
noted by the words mim {RINW, t.¢., a year of satisfaction for Jehovah, 
which will be for Jehovah the time to show His satisfaction to His people 
(comp. ii. 14). The passage before us is strangely abused by the Valentin- 
dans, Clemens, Hom. xvii. 19, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, and many 
more, to limit the ministry of Jesus to the space of one year,’ which even 
the connection of the original text, in which a day of vengeance against the 
enemies of God’s people follows, ought to have prevented. Even Wieseler, 
p. 272, makes an extraordinary chronological use of éviavréc and of ofuepor, 
ver. 21, in support of his assumption of a parallel with John vi. 1 ff. in re- 
gard to time, according to which the sojourn of Jesus in Nazareth is said to 
have fallen on the Sabbath after Purim 782. The year is an allusion to the 
year of jubilee (Lev. xxv. 9), as an inferior prefigurative type of the Messian- 
ic redemption. The three infinitives are parallel and dependent on aréctaré 
pe, whose purpose they specify. — év adéoec] a well-known constructio preg- 
nans: so that they are now in the condition of deliverance (Polybius, i. 79. 
12, xxii. 9. 17), comp. i. 39. 

Vv. 20, 21. Té drypérn] JI, to the officer of the synagogue, who had to 
take the book-roll back to its place, after it had been folded up by Jesus 
(rrbEac corresponding to the avarrbfac of ver. 17). — éxdfice] in order now 
to teach upon the passage which had been read,—this was done sitting 
(Zunz, Gottesd. Vortrage d. Juden, p. 387). —iypkat0| He began. Bengel ap- 
propriately says: ‘‘Sollenne initium,” ‘‘a solemn beginning.” —é» toic¢ 
éclv buoy] in your ears is this Scripture (this which is written, see on Mark 
xii. 10) fulfilled—to wit, by the fact that the voice of Him of whom the 
prophet prophesied has entered into your ears. A concrete individualizing 
mode of expression.” How decisively the passage before us testifies in favor 
of the fact that from the beginning of His ministry Jesus already had the 
clear and certain consciousness that He was the Messiah !3 Moreover, that 
nothing but the theme of the discourse delivered by Jesus is here given is 


1 Keim also, D. geschichtl. Chr. p. 140 ff., place. But the Gospel of John stands de- 


has very recently arrived at this conclusion 
in view of Origen’s statement, de princip. 
iv.5: ‘‘a year and a few months,” and that 
too on the ground of the calculation of the 
Baptist’s death, according to the accountof 
Josephus, Anité. xviii. 5, concerning the war 
of Antipas against Aretas. The testing of 
this combination does not belong to this 


cidedly opposed to the one-year duration of 
Christ’s official teaching. See, besides, the 
discussions on the subject in Weizsiicker, 
p. 306. ff. 

2 Comp. i. 44, ix. 44; Acts xi. 22; Jas. v. 
43 HCclus, 5xv. Ole Macenxuur Be Barista 
LXX. Isa. v. 9. 

3 Comp. Beyschlag, Christ. d. V. T. p. 36 f. 
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manifest from the passage itself, as well as from ver. 22; but He has 
placed it remarkably close to the beginning of Iis discourse, and so led 
the hearer all at once in mediam rem (comp. Zunz, as above, p. 358). 
Grotius well says : ‘‘ Hoc exordio usus Jesus explicayvit prophetae locum et 
explicando implevit,” ‘‘By this exordium of application Jesus explained 
the passage of the prophet, and by explaining fulfilled it.” 

Ver. 22. 'Euaprip. aité] testified in His behalf, praising Him.! 
Adyotc tic vapitoc] at the sayings of graciousness (genitivus qualitatis).? — kai 
édeyov] not : at nonnulli dicebant, ‘but some were saying,” Kuinoel, Paulus, 
and older commentators ; but their amazement, which ought to have been 
expressed simply at the matter of fact, showed itself, after the fashion 
of the Abderites, from the background of a limited regard for the per- 
son with whom they knew that these Adéyove r. ydpitoc did not corre- 
spond. [See Note XLV., p. 315]. —6 vidc "Iwo#¢] If Luke had intended to 
anticipate the later history of Matt. xiii. and Mark vi., for what purpose 
would he have omitted the brothers and sisters ? 

Vy. 28, 24. Whether what follows, as far as ver. 27, is taken from the 
Logia (Ewald), or from some other written source (Késtlin), or from oral 
tradition (Holtzmann), cannot be determined. But the Logia offers itself 
most obviously as the source. [See Note XLVL., p. 315. ] —rdvruc| certainly ; 
a certainty that this would be the case. See on 1 Cor. ix. 10. —iarpé x.7.2.] 
a figurative proverb (xapaGoa7, wi) that occurs also among the Greeks, the 
Romans, and the Rabbins. See Wetstein and Lightfoot. The meaning here 
is : If thou desirest to be a helper of others (vv. 18, 19, 21), first help thyself 
Srom the malady under which thou art suffering, from the want of consideration 
and esteem which attaches to thee ; which healing of Himself, as they think, 
must be effected by means of miracle asa sign of divine attestation. See 
what follows. Others understand it : Help thine own fellow-townsmen (Theo- 
phylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Maldonatus, Grotius, Bengel, and 
others, also Paulus, de Wette, Schegg, Bisping). This is opposed to the 
meaning of the words, as ceavrév and iarpé can only be one person. More- 
over, the parabolic word concerning the physician is retained only in Luke, 
whom it might specially interest. — ei¢ Kagapvaotu] (the name is to be writ- 
ten thus in Luke also, with Lachmann and Tischendorf) indicates the direc- 
tion of yevoueva, which took place at Capernawm (Bernhardy, p. 220), comp. 
on xxviii. 6. The petty jealousy felt by the small towns against Caper- 
naum is manifest here. — dde év rH. watp. cov] here in thy birth-place. After 
the adverb of place comes the place itself, by way of a more vivid designa- 
tion.? — Ver. 24. But the hindrance to the fulfilment of that rapaZor7, and 
also to the working here as at Capernaum, is found in the fact that no proph- 
et, etc. According to this, it is unfounded for Baur, Huang. p. 506, to as- 
sume that the writer here understood xarpic in a wider reference,! so that 
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1 See Kypke, Loesner, and Krebs. Fre- 16; xx xvii. 21. 
quently in the Acts, Rom. x. 2, Gal. iv. 15, 3 Bornemann, Schol. p..84; Fritzsche, ad 
and elsewhere. Mare. p. 22. 

2 Comp. on Col. iy. 6; Hom. Qd. viii. 175: 4 Comp. Hilgenfeld, Zvang. p. 168, “ the 


xdpts dudimepioreherar eréecouy ; Ecclus. xxi. Jewish home of Christianity ; Holtzmann 
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Paul’s experience in the Acts of the Apostles—of being compelled, when re- 
jected by the Jews, to turn to the Gentiles—had already had its precedent 
here in the history of Jesus Himself. That the whole section—to wit, from 
kai ogun, ver. 14, to ver. 830—is an interpolation from the hand of the re- 
dactor, is asserted by Baur, Markusevang. p. 218. —eime dé] after ver. 23 let 
a significant pause be supposed. : 

Vv..25, 26. In order, however, to quote to you historical examples, in which 
the miraculous power of the prophets was put forth, not for countrymen, but 
for strangers, nay, for Gentiles, I assure you, etc. Jesus knew that here this 
sternness and open decisiveness on His part were not at all out of place, and 
that He need not hope to win His hearers ; this is only confirmed by the 
later similar incident in Matt. xiii. 54 ff. — éri éry rpia k. wavac é=| so also 
Jas. v. 17. But according to 1 Kings xvii. 1, xviii. 1, the rain returned in 
the third year. Jesus, as also James (see Huther in loc.), follows, according 
to Luke, the Jewish tradition (Jalkut Schimoni on 1 Kings xvi. in Surenhu- 
sius, xatadd. p. 681), in which in general the number 34 (= 4 of 7) in the 
measurement of time (especially a time of misfortune, according to Dan. xii. 
7) had become time-honored (Lightfoot, p. 756, 950 ; Otto, Spicileg. p. 142). 
It was arbitrary and unsatisfactory to reckon (before 1 Kings xvii. 1), in ad- 
dition to the three years, the naturally rainless six months preceding the rainy 
season (Benson on Jas. v. 17 ; Wetstein, Wiesinger, and others ; comp. also 
Lange, II. p. 547 f.), or to date the third year (Beza, Olshausen, Schege) 
from the flight of Elijah to Sarepta (1 Kings xvii. 9). — racav +. yv] not the 
whole region (Beza), but the whole earth ; popularly hyperbolical.—On Sarep- 
ta, situated between Tyre and Sidon, and belonging to the territory of the lat- 
ter, now the village of Surafend, see Robinson, Palestine, III. p. 690 ff. — 
Sidavec] the name of the town of Sidon, as that in whose territory Sarepta lay. 
[See critical note. ] — péyac] in xv. 14 Aude is feminine, as it passed over from 
the Doric into the cows (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 188). But in this place the 
reading weydan, approved by Valckenaer, is so weakly attested that it cannot 
be thought of. — ei 7] not sed (Beza, Kuinoel), but nist ; see on Matt. xii. 4, 

Ver. 27. See 2 Kings v. 14. — éri] at the time, iii. 2. 

Ver. 29. "Buc ddpvo¢ tov dpovc| up to the lofty brink (superciliwm) of the hill.* 
This situation of Nazareth upon a hill (é¢’ ot), i.e., hard by a hill,is still entire- 
ly in accordance with its present position,—‘“‘ the houses stand on the lower 
part of the slope of the western hill, which rises steep and high above 
them,” Robinson, Pal. III. p. 419. Especially near the present Maronite 
church the mountain wall descends right down from forty to fifty feet,? 
Robinson, l.c. p. 423 ; Ritter, Hrdk. XVI. p. 744. — dore] of what, as they 
figured to themselves the result was to be. See on Matt. xxiv. 24, xxvii. 1; 


also, p. 214. Whether in general Luke 
looked on the rejection of Christ in Naza- 
reth asa ‘‘significant prelude for the re- 
jection of Christ by His whole people” 


1 See Duncan, Lex. Hom., ed. Rost, p. 877, 
and Wetstein. 

2 The place which is pointed out by tra- 
dition as the spot in question is at too great 


(Weiss inthe Stud. wu. Krit. 1861, p. 697), 
cannot be decided at all, as he gives no hint 
on the subject. 


a distance from the town. See Robinson, 
Z.c., and Korte, Reisen, p. 215 fi. 
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comp. Luke ix. 52, xx. 20. — xaraxpyuv.] 2 Chron. xxv. 12 ; Dem. 446. 11 ; 
Josephus, Antt. ix. 9. 1. 

Ver. 30. Airic dé] But He, on His part, while they thus dealt with Him.— 
61a wécov] emphatically : passed through the midst of them. According to 
Paulus, it was sufficient for this, ‘‘that aman of the look and mien of Jesus 
should turn round with determination in the face of such a mobile vulgus.” 
Comp. Lange, L. J. I. p. 548: ‘‘an effect of His personal majesty ;” and 
III. p. 876 : ‘‘a mysterious something in His nature.” Comp. Bleek. <Ac- 
cording to Schenkel, the whole attempt on the person of Jesus is only a 
later tradition. On the other hand, the old commentators have : ¢povpotye- 
vo¢ Th yvouévy ait Oedrnri, ‘‘ guarded by the Deity united with Him,” Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus ; comp. Ambrosius, in addition to which it has been further 
supposed that He became invisible (Grotius and others). The latter view is 
altogether inappropriate, if only on account of dvd pécov air. But certainly 
there is implied a restraint of his enemies which was miraculous and depend- 
ent onthe will of Jesus. It is otherwise in John viii. 59 (éxpiBy). Why 
Jesus did not surrender Himself is rightly pointed out by Theophylact : ot 
TO Tabeiv debywr, ara Tov Kaipdv avauévor, ‘*not fleeing from the suffering, but 
awaiting the proper time.” — éropetero] went on, that is to say, towards Ca- 
pernaum, ver. 31, and therefore not back again to Nazareth as has been har- 
monistically pretended. 

Vv. 31-37. See on Mark i. 21-28, whom Luke with some slight variations 
follows. —xa7#A8ev] Down from Nazareth, which lay higher up, to Caper- 
naum, which was situated on the shore. Comp. Matt. iv. 13. —7xddw r. 
Ta7ii.| for here Capernaum occurs for the first time in Luke in the course of 
the history (it is otherwise at ver. 23). —7pv diddox.| expresses the constant 
occupation of teaching on the Sabbaths (otherwise in Mark), comp. on Matt. 
vii. 29. [See Note XLVIL., p. 315.]— Ver. 38. rveiua daipoviov axabaprov} 
The genitive is a genitive of apposition or of nearer definition (Winer, 
p. 470 [E. T. 531-2]) ; and daiuéwov, which, according to Greek usage, is 
in itself applicable to either good or evil spirits, being used by Luke for the 
Jirst time in this passage, is qualified by axafaprov. —éa] not the imperative 
of éaw (Vulg.: sine; Euthymius Zigabenus, ad Mare. adec tac, comp. Syr.), 
but ‘‘ interjectio admirationis metu mixtae,” ‘an interjection of wonder min- 
gled with fear” (Ellendt, Lev. Soph. I. p. 465): ha! Plato, Prot. p. 314 D. 
Seldom occurring elsewhere in prose, even in the New Testament only in this 
place (not Mark i. 24). See Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 32 f., who, nevertheless, 
traces back the origin of the expression to the imperative form. —7/e¢ 
«.T.2.] not interrogatively. The words themselves are simply taken from 
Mark ; all the less therefore is any hint to be read into them of the redeem- 
ing ministry of Jesus to the Gentile world (Baur, Huang. p. 429 f.). — Ver. 
35. piav] is to be accented thus. — ¢i¢ pécov] He threw him down into the 
midst in the synagogue. The article might be, but is not necessarily added.* 
[See critical note.] Observe, moreover, that here Luke describes more 


1 See Bornemann, p. 4; comp., neverthe- 2 See the instances from Homer in Dun- 
less, Lipsius, Gramm. Unters. p. 31 ff. can, ed. Rost ; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anad. i. 8. 15 
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vividly than Mark, although his description is too unimportant ‘‘ to glorify 
the miracle” (Holtzmann). — Ver. 36. ti¢ 6 Adyoc oitoc] not : quid hoe rei est ? 
(Beza, Er. Schmid, Grotius, Kuinoel, de Wette) ; but: what sort of a speech 
is this? to wit, that which is related in ver. 35 ; comp. Theophylact : ric 7 
npbotaéic ality fv mpootdacer, Ore eeAOe &E abrov Kad oipolyr, ‘* what is this com- 
mand which He commands, that it went forth from him and was still.” It 
is otherwise at ver. 82, where 7é6yoc is the discourse which teaches; here, 
the speech which commands. Mark i. 27 has, moreover, given the former 
particular (the diday7) here again as the object of the people’s astonishment 
and conference ; but Luke, working after him, distinguishes the two, using 
for both, indeed, the general expression Adyoc, but clearly limiting this ex- 
pression in ver. 82 by d:dayf, and in ver. 36 by éritdcce:x. Baur decides 
otherwise in the Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 70. —orc] since he, ete., accounts for 
this question asked in astonishment. — év éfovela x. dvvap. | with authority and 
nower. The former is the authority which He possesses, the latter the power 
which He brings into operation. — Ver. 37. joc] noise (Acts 11. 2; Heb. 
xii. 19), a stronger expression for rumor. The classical writers use 7yo thus 
(Herod. ix. 24; Pind. Ol. xiv. 29). 

Vv. 88-41. Secon Matt. viii. 14-16 ; Marki. 29-84. Matthew places the 
narrative later, not till after the Sermon on the Mount. '— azé rec cvvaywy.| He 
went from the synagogue into the house of Simon. The article before revtepa 
isnot needed. [See Note XLVIIL, p. 315.] Winer, p. 108f. [E. T. 119 ff. ]. 
Luke, the physician, uses the technical expression for violent fever-heat : xupe- 
roc péyac (the opposite : pxpéc). See Galen, De diff. febr. 1, in Wetstein. — 
npotyoar] they asked ; Peter, to wit, and the members of the family,—hence it 
is not the plural introduced here without reason only from Mark i. 30 (Weiss). 
—érivw aitic}] so that He was bending over her. —éreriu. 76 rupet@] the 
fever regarded as a hostile power, and as personal. Mark, whom Matthew fol- 
lows, has not this detail ; whereas both have the touching with the hand. 
A divergence in the tradition as to the miraculous method of cure. — airoic] 
refers to Jesus, Simon, and the other members of the family. Comp. 7pé- 
thoav, ver. 388. — Ver. 40. datevorvrac vécoic] according to Matthew, demoniacs 
and sick persons (comp. Mark), with which Luke nevertheless also agrees at 
ver. 41.?— rac yeipac éxitibeic] Matthew has 2é6y, with reference, however, 
to the demoniacs. In évi éxadoTw, which need not be pressed (Weiss, Holtz- 
mann), are implied the solicitude and the indefatigableness of this miracu- 
Jous ministry of love. —2aAéiv, br] to speak, because. See on Mark i. 34. 

Vy. 42-44. See on Mark i. 35-39, who is more precise and more vivid. — 
The bringing of so many sick folks to Him, ver. 40, is to be explained, not 
by this hasty departure, the appointment of which had been known (Schleier- 


1 The arrangement in Luke, so far as he 
places (ch. y.) the call of Peter later, is in 
any case nol arbitrarily produced, although 
he follows the tradition which (as Matthew) 
does not include the companionship of 
James and John (so Mark). 

2 All three also agree essentially as to the 
time of day (vvovtos Tov HAtov). Until the even- 


ing Jesus had remained in the house of Simon, 
therefore the sick were first brought to 
Him there. Thus it was neither with a 
view to avoiding the heat of the sun, nor to 
choosing, from “delicacy of feeling,” as 
Lange supposes, the twilight for the public 
exhibition of infirmities. 
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macher), but, in accordance with the text (ver. 87), by the fame which the 
public healing of the demoniac in the synagogue had brought Him. — éoc 
airov] not simply : to Him, but: even up to Him, they came in their search, 
which therefore they did not discontinue until they found Him. Comp. 1 
Mace. ili. 26 ; Acts ix. 38, xxiii. 23.—el¢ rovro] namely, to announce not 
only here, but everywhere throughout the land, the kingdom of God. — 
arécraapyac| It is otherwise in Mark i. 86, whose expression is original, but 
had already acquired in the tradition that Luke here follows a doctrinal de- 
velopment with a higher meaning. —[Ver. 44. See critical note and Note 
XLIX., below. | 


Norrs By AMERICAN Eprror. 


KE Ver LO) fwoneunes a KOnOnes 


The R. V. properly takes 67: in both cases as recitative ; so Weiss ed. Mey., 
who regards «ai as indicating an omission in the citation which Luke has ex- 
plained by the phrase : tov dvadvAdEat oe. Comp. also chap. vii. 16. 


XLIV. Ver. 16 ff. The Rejection at Nazareth. 


Weiss ed. Mey. identifies this occurrence with that narrated by Matthew and 
Mark, assigning it to the later period indicated by those Evangelists. The ar- 
guments he presents are the usual ones in defence of this position. See against 
the identity, Godet, Dulce, pp. 154, 155, Am. ed. 


XLV. Ver. 22. kai édeyov. 


Here Weiss (ed. Mey.) explains the saying in accordance with his view of the 
chronological position, finding a certain indistinctness, occasioned by a rem- 
iniscence of Mark vi. 2,3. But this seems fanciful. 


XLVI. Vv. 23, 24. 


Meyer's theory that these verses are from the Logia implies that the lan- 
guage was not uttered on this occasion. But there is every reason to believe 
that such proverbial sayings were repeated. 


XLVI. Ver. 31. 7 diddoxor. 


Weiss ed. Mey. explains this as referring to what was taking place when 
what follows occurred ; soin Mark i. 22. 


XLVIIT. Ver. 38. ’Avacrdc¢ dé ard tH¢ ovvaywyfe. 


The R. V. properly joins these words together: a construclio praegnans ; so 
Weiss ed. Mey. Meyer apparently connects a70 Tt. co. with the main verb. 


XLIX. Ver. 44. rfc Iovdatac. 


The evidence for this difficult reading is preponderant. The copyists would 
readily alter it to TadsAaiac. Godet naively says: ‘‘The absurd reading r7¢ 
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‘Tovdaiac, which is found in the six principal Alexandrian mss., should be a 
caution to blind partisans of this text.’’ But the presence of sich a reading 
seems rather to attest the accuracy of these authorities. 

Weiss ed. Mey. accepts the above reading, and explains the term as referring 
to the entire Jewish country in general (so i. 5, vii. 17). ‘‘ Luke probably 
gives here a general sketch of our Lord’s first circuit in Galilee, and includes 
also the journey to Jerusalem mentioned in John y., which took place not very 
long afterward (or before, according to some). It is characteristic of Luke to 
sum up or anticipate thus.’’ (Inter. Rev. Comm. Luke, p. 73.) The verse forms 
a separate paragraph in the R. VY. 


CHAP. Y. ong 


CHAPTER V. 


[Vzr. 1. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., following 8 A B L and versions, have 
Kat axovew, instead of tod ax.] — Ver. 2. Themss. have arérAvvav (so Elz. Scholz), 
éxAvuvav, éxAvvov, arérAvvov, Tisch. has the second reading, Lachm. the third. 
[So Treg., W. and Hort text, Weiss, R. V.] The preponderance of evidence 
wavers between éxAvvov (B D) and érAvvay (C* L Q X 8), and excludes the com- 
pound form. But since, according to this, even the mss. which read the 
Recepia (A i F G, ete.) add to the evidence in favor of érAvwvAN, this form re- 
ceives the critical preponderance. The compound form is either a mere 
clerical error (as Ey. 7 has even éxéx/vvov), or a gloss for the sake of more pre- 
cise specification.—[Ver. 5. Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., omit ai7@, follow- 
ing S B, Copt., and read ra dixrva, attested by 8 B D bh, Copt., and others. | 
— Ver. 6. zAjbo¢ iyiwr] So Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch., following the greater 
number of the uncials, but not BD, which have iy@bov zA7jfoc, which Lachm. 
has again restored. Comp. Vulg. and codd. of It. The reading of Griesb. is to 
be preferred on account of its preponderating evidence, and still more because 
the words rAj0o¢ xoAb Would more readily be brought together by the transcrib- 
ers than separated. — Ver. 15. Astz’ airovis wanting in important authorities, 
in others stands after axotervy, and A has az’ airod, it is rightly condemned 
by Griesb., struck out by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition by way of gloss. — 
Ver. 17. éAnAvOérec] Lachm. has ovveAyd., following only A* D, min. Goth. Vere. 
—avrot¢] Tisch. has airév, following BL = 8. Rightly ; airotc arose from a 
misunderstanding, because an accusative of the object appeared necessary. — 
Ver. 19. rotac] Elz. has did roiac, in opposition to decisive evidence. An in- 
terpretation. -— Ver. 21. With Lachm. and Tisch. read dwapriac ageivat, accord- 
ing to B DL &, Cyr. Ambr. The Recepta is from Mark ii. 7, But in ver. 24 
the form ddeivat (Tisch.) is too weakly attested [Tisch. VIII. has adsévac]. — Ver. 
22. The omission of drop. (Lachm.) is too feebly accredited. — Ver. 24. 
raparedvuévw] Lachm. has rapadvrixG, following important authorities, but it 
is taken from the parallels. — Ver. 25. Instead of é¢’ 6, Elz. Scholz, Lachm. 
haye é@ ©. But the former has a preponderance of evidence in its favor, 
and © more naturally occurred to the transcribers. — Ver. 28. 7KoAobOycev} 
Lachm. and Tisch, have 7xodot0e, following BDL = 69. The Recepta is 
taken from the parallels.— Ver, 29. Before <Aevic (Tisch. has on very good 
authority Aeveic) the article (Elz.) is on decisive evidence deleted. — Ver. 30. 
airov] is wanting in D F X 8, min. vss., and is regarded with suspicion by 
Griesb., but it was omitted as being superfluous and apparently irrelevant. 
The arrangement o/ @apic. k. of yp. avt. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be adopted 
in accordance with B C DL 8&, min. Vulg. It. and others. The Recepta is 
taken from Mark ii. 16. The article before teAwvorv, which is not found in Elz., 
is adopted on decisive evidence by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. kai duapr., 
also, is so decisively attested that it is now rightly defended even by Tisch. — 
Ver, 33. did ri] is wanting in B L &, 33, 157, Copt.; deleted by Tisch. An ad- 
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dition from the parallels. —Ver. 36. ivariov cawod] B DLX & &, min. vss. have 
ard iwatiov Kawov oxtoac (yet cxicac is not found in X, and also otherwise too 
weakly attested). Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Tisch. Butit is mani- 
festly agloss inserted for explaining the genitive, for which there appeared a 
reason in this place although not in the parallels. [Recent editors, R. V., accept 
the abundantly attested ard and oyicac.] — cyioe is well attested by BC DL X 
&, min., and cvudwricer still better (by the additional evidence of A). Approved 
by Schulz, adopted by achm. and Tisch. Rightly ; cyilec occurred at once in 
consequence of the preceding émiPdAAe and of aipec in the parallels, and then 
drew after it cvuudwvel. —Elz. has ériBanua 7d a. 7. x. Soalso Scholz, Lachm. 
Tisch. But with Griesb. and Rinck ériBAnua is to be condemned, as it is want- 
inginA EF KMR&S U VTA, min. Goth. Slav. Theophyl.; in D it stands 
after xacvod, and betrays itself as a gloss added to the absolute rd, [Recent edi- 
tors, R. V., following 8 BC L and many minor authorities, accept 10 émi- 
Banya vo a6. The omission Meyer defends can readily be accounted for.]— 
Ver. 38. xai aud. ovvtnp.] is wantingin B L &, min. Copt. Suspected by Griesb., 
deleted by Tisch. An addition from Matt. ix. 17, from which passage also 
Mark ii. 22 has been expanded. — Ver. 39. evféwe]is wanting in B C* Li &, min. 
Copt. Arm. Acth. Deleted by Tisch. An addition for more precise specifica- 
tion, [The reading ypyordéc is found in & B L, Copt. Syr., and is accepted by 
Tisch., W. and Hort, Treg. text, Weiss (so R. V. text). The Rec.: ypyordérepoc, 
is an explanatory alteration ; so even Godet, who rarely follows the Alexan- 
drian text.] 


Vv. 1-11. Matt. iv. 18-22 and Mark i. 16-20 are parallel passages. Nev- 
ertheless, the history of the calling in Luke, as compared with it in Matthew 
and Mark, is essentially different, for in these latter the point of the incident 
is the mere summons and promise (without the miracle, which, without alter- 
ing the nature of the event, they could not have passed over ; in opposition 
to Ebrard and others) ; in Luke it is the miracle of the draught of fishes. 
Moreover, in Matthew and Mark no previous acquaintance on the part of 
Jesus with Peter is presupposed, although, probably, it is in Luke iv. 388 ff., 
whereby, at the same time, Luke falls into self-contradiction, since v. 8 
does not allow it to be supposed that such miraculous experiences have pre- 
viously occurred to him as, according to iv. 388 ff., Peter had already in 
connection with Jesus. Luke follows a source of later and more plastic 
tradition (in opposition to Schleiermacher, Sicffert, Neander, v. Ammon, 
who ascribe to Luke the merit of being the earliest), which, fastening in 
pursuit of symbolic meaning upon the promise in ver. 40 (Matt. iv. 19 ; 
Mark i. 17), glorified the story of the call of the fishermen by joining to it 
a similar story of the draught of fishes, John xxi. (comp. Ewald, Gesch. Chr. 
p- 288) ; but in the historical sequence after iv. 38 ff. Luke has become 
confused. [See Note L., p. 823 seq. ] — kad airdc] not : he also, but : and he; 
he on his part, in respect of this pressing (ém«eic@ar) of the people upon him. 
Comp. on vv. 15, 17; as to «ai after éyévero, see on ver. 12. — éxdvvav] ‘ut 
peracto opere,” ‘‘as though their work was finished,” Bengel ; see ver. 5. 
[See Note LI., p. 824.]—Ver. 4. éravayaye, the special word for going out 
into the deep sea (Xen. Hell. vi. 2. 28 ; 2 Macc. xii. 4) ; the singular in ref- 
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erence to Peter alone, who was the steersman of the craft ; but yeAdoare 
in reference to the whole fisher company in the vessel. Changes of number, 
to be similarly accounted for by the connection, are often found in the clas- 
sical writers.1— Ver. 5. émuordta] Superintendent (see in general, Gatacker, 
Op. posth. p. 877 ff., and Kypke, I. p. 228) occurs only in Luke in the New 
Testament, and that, too, always addressed to Jesus, while he has not the 
pai which is so frequent in the other evangelists. Peter does not yet 
address Him thus as Ais doctrinal chief, but generally (vv. 1, 8). Comp. 
xvil. 13. —vv«réc] when fishing was accustomed to be carried on success- 
fully.? — éré] of the reason : for the sake of Thy word (on the ground of Thy 
word). Comp. Winer, p. 351 [E. T. 394]: ‘‘Senserat Petrus virtutem 
verborum Jesu,” ‘‘Peter had discerned the virtue of the words of Jesus,” 


Bengel. Obruc qv tAv riotw Gepude Kat mpd THe TiaTEWe, Theophylact. — yardow | 
Simou speaks thus in his capacity of captain. Comp. afterwards ro:cavrec. 
— Ver. 6. dueppyyvvto] The tearing asunder® actually began, but was only 
beginning. Seeoni.59. The assistance for which they signalled prevented 
further damage. The subsequent phrase dare BudifecNa: is similar. Hence 
there is no exaggeration (Valckenaer, de Wette). — Ver. 7. karévevcav] they 
made signs to, according to Euthymius Zigabenus : ju) dvvdyevor Aakijoas ard 
THC ExTAHzews Kk. TO P6Bov, ‘‘not being able to speak from their amazement 
and their fear.” So also Theophylact. This would have needed to be said. 
In the whole incident nothing more is implied than that the other craft still 
lying close to the shore, ver. 2, was too far away for the sound of the 
voice to reach, and hence they were restricted to making signs, which, 
moreover, for the fishermen of the other boat—who, according to ver. 4, 
were doubtless eagerly giving attention—was quite sufficient. As to cviAaf., 
see on Phil. iv. 8. — Ver. 8. On xpocérece 7. yévact, comp. Soph. O. C. 
1604. It might also be put in the accusative (Kur. Hec, 339, and thereon 
Pflugk). — é&eA6e] out of the ship. Ue dimly recognizes in Christ a some- 
thing superhuman, the manifestation of a holy divine power, and in the 
consciousness of his own sinful nature he is terrified in the presence of 
this power which may, perchance, cause some misfortune to befall him ; 
just as men feared the like on the appearances of God or of angels.4 Elsner 
and Valckenaer are mistaken in saying that Peter speaks thus in accordance 
with the notion that one ought not to stay on board a ship with any 
criminal.’ We does not indeed avow himself a criminal, but only as a sinful 
man in general, who as such cannot without risk continue in the presence 
of this Osioc kai imepouze dvOporoc, ‘‘ divine and marvellous man” (Huthymius 
Zigabenus). See the later exaggeration of the sinfulness of the apostles 


1 See Bornemann, Schol. p. 35 f. ; Kiihner, cal interpretation of the whole narrative in 


ad Xen, Anad. i. 2. 27. the Fathers (the ship, the church ; the net, 
2See Aristotle, 7. A. vili. 19; Heindorf, the doctrine; the sea, the heathen world, 
ad Plat. Soph. p. 287. etc.). 
3 Augustine has interpreted this tearing 4 Comp. 1 Kings xvii. 18. Huthymius Ziga- 
of the nets allegorically of the heresies, and benus and Grotius in loc. 
the Saxon Anonymus (p. 212 f.) of Judaism 5 Cic. De Nat. Deor. iii. 87; Diog. Laert. i. 


and the law; both interpretations being 86; Horat. Od. iii, 2. 26 ff. 
equally arbitrary. There is much allegori- 
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before their call, in Barnabas 5.— Ver. 9. éypa] in this place is not the 
draught, as at ver..4, but that which was caught (rd O&paouevov, Pol. v. 1), as 
Xen. De Venat. xii. 8, xiii. 18, and frequently. — Ver. 10. This mention of 
James and John at the end is one of the traces that the narrative grew out 
of the older history of the call. But certainly Andrew was not found in 
the source from which Luke drew. [See Note LII., p. 324. ]—dvfparove| 
instead of fishes. —Cwypov] vivos capiens, ‘‘ taking them alive,”—in character- 
istic keeping with this ethical draught (winning for the Messiah’s kingdom), 
as well as with the figure taken from fishermen (Aristaen. Hp. ii. 23). 

Vv. 12-14. See on Matt. viii. 1-4 ; Marki. 40-44. According to Matthew, 
immediately after the Sermon on the Mount ; in Luke (comp. Mark), with- 
out any definite statement of place or time, as a fragment of the evangelic 
tradition. [See Note LIIIL., p. 324.]—éyévero. . . cai] as 11. 15 ; Matt. ix. 10. 
Kai is not nempe, ‘‘namely” (Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 341), but, in accord- 
ance with Hebraic simplicity, the and, which, after the preparatory and yet 
indefinite éyévero, leads the narrative farther on. The narrator, by means of 
éyévero together with a note of time, first calls attention to the introduction 
of a fact, and then, in violation of ordinary syntax, he brings in afterwards 
what occurred by the word kai. —év wa tr. 76A.] according to Mark: ina 
house. — xAh#pyc| a high degree of the sickness. — Ver. 14. «at airéc] and He, 
on His part. —areAfov «.7.2.] a transition to the oratio directa. See on Mark 
vi. 8. 

Vv. 15, 16. Comp. Mark i. 45. — dijpyero] The report ran throughout, 
was spread abroad.*— wai.] in a still higher degree than before ; only all the 
more.* —aitéc| He, however, He on his part, in contrast with the multitudes 
who were longing for Him. — jv troywpav év toic épny.| 7.e., He was engaged 
in withdrawing Himself into the desert regions (that were there), and in 
praying, so that*He was therefore for the present inaccessible. — xa? rpocev- 
aéuevoc] This detail is given on several occasions by Luke alone.* 

Vy. 17-26. See on Matt. ix. 1-8; Mark 11. 1-12. Between this and the 
foregoing history Matthew has a series of other transactions, the sequence 
of which he accurately indicates. Luke vaguely says: év pa rév juépwr, 
which, however, specifies approzimately the time by means of the connec- 
tion (‘‘on one of those days,” namely, on the journey entered upon at iv. 
43 f.). Comp. vill. 22. — kat airéc] and He, as ver. 1, but here in opposition 
to the Pharisees, etc., who were surrounding Him. — é« rdone Kone x.T.A. | 
popularly hyperbolical. As to vouodiddox., see on Matt. xxii. 85. — divamic 
kupiov «.7.4.] and the power of the Lord (of God) was there (praesto erat, as at 
Mark viii. 1) in aid of His healing. So according to the reading airéy (sce 
the critical remarks). According to the reading airofc, this would 
have to be taken as a vague designation of the sufferers who were pres- 
ent, referring back to ver. 15; airév is the subject, avtote would be the 
object. [See Note LIV., p. 324.] Others, as Olshausen and Ewald, have incor- 


1 So absolutely, Thuc. vi. 46 : érecdh ScHAGEv Ap. p. 80 A ; Naigelsbach on the Jliad, ed. 3, 
4 Adyos, dru x.7.A.; Soph. Aj. 9783 Xen. Anad. _ p. 227. 
i. 4.7; Plat. Hp. vii. p. 348 B. 3 See ili, 21, vi. 12 f., ix. 18, 29, and else- 
2 Comp. xviii. 89. See Stallbaum, ad Plat. where. 
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rectly referred xvpiovto Jesus, whose healing power was stirred up (vi. 19). 
Wherever Luke in his Gospel calls Christ the Lord, and that, as would here 
be the case, in narrative, he always writes 6 xipioc with the article.’— In 
the following narrative the precedence of Mark is indeed to be recognized, 
but the tracing out of the features of dependence must not be carried too 
far (in opposition to Weiss in the Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 703 f.). — Ver. 19. 
elaeviyk. | into the house, where Jesus and His hearers (ver. 17) were. Comp. 
afterwards 70 déua. —rolac] qualitative : in what kind of a way. On the 
6d0v, Which must be supplied in analyzing the passage, see Bos, Hilips., ed. 
Schaefer, p. 333 ; on the genitive of place (comp. xix. 4), see Bernhardy, 
p- 188 ; Kriiger on Thucyd. iv. 47. 2. Accordingly, although no instance 
of rofac and éxeivyc used absolutely occurs elsewhere, yet the conjecture rola 
and éxeivy (Bornemann) is not authorized. — dua rév kepapyor] through the tiles, 
with which the flat roof was covered, and which they removed from the 
place in question. Mark ii. 4 describes the proceeding more vividly. Sce 
the details, sub loco, and Hug. Gutacht. Il. p. 21 f.— Ver. 21. jpEavro] a 
bringing into prominence of the point of commencement of these presumptu- 
ous thoughts. A vivid description. —diatoyifecda .. . Aéyovtec| See on 
Matt. xvi. 7. They expressed their thoughts to one another ; hence ver. 22 
is not inappropriate (in opposition to Weiss). — Ver. 24. eize ré mapaded. | 18 
not to be put in parenthesis, but see on Matt. ix. 6. —ooi] placed first for 
the sake of emphasis. — Ver. 25. dpac é¢’ 6 xaréxecto] he took up that on which 
(till now) he lay, an expression purposely chosen to bring out the changed 
relation.. With reference to é¢’ 6, on which he was stretched out, comp. the 
frequent eivar éx? ySdva, and the like. See in general, Kiihner, § 622 b. — 
Ver. 26. The narrative is summary, but without precision, since the impres- 
sion said to be produced by the miraculous incident * applies indeed to the 
people present (Matt. ix. 8), but not to the Pharisees and scribes. 

Vy. 27-39. See on Matt. ix. 9-17 ; Mark ii. 13-22. —é&726e] out of the 
house, ver. 19. — éedcaro] He looked at him observingly. — Ver. 28. The 
order of events is: after he had forsaken all, he rose up and followed Him. 
The imperfect (see the critical remarks) is used for the sake of vividness. 
dravra, as in ver. 11, refers to the whole previous occupation and position 
in life. Bengel well adds: ‘‘quo ipso tamen non desiit domus esse sua,” 
‘*by which indeed his house did not cease to be his,” ver. 29. — Ver. 29. 
kat qv] et aderat, as in ver. 17. — Ver. 30. avrav] of the dwellers in the town. 
— péc] an antagonistic direction. — Ver. 33. oi dé eizov] Asto this variation 
from Matthew and Mark, see on Matt. ix. 17, Remark. On the association 
of fasting and making prayers, comp. ii. 87, and on rovseiobar defoerc, 1 Tim. 
li. 1. —éo#. x. xivovory] the same thing as ot vyarebover in the parallels, but more 
strongly expressed. In accordance with the deletion of dari (see the crit- 
ical remarks), there remains no question, but an affirmative reflection. —Ver. 
34. uy dbvacbe x.7.2.] ye cannot, etc., brings out the inappropriateness of that 
reflection in a more concrete form than in Matthew and Mark. — Ver. 385. 


1 See vii. 18 (81), x. 1, xi. 89, xii. 42, xiii. 15, Comp. Wisd. xvi. 17, xix. 5; 2 Mace. ix. 24; 
xvii. 5, 6, xviii. 6, xix. 8, xxii. 31, 61. Xen. Cyr. vii. 2, 16. 
27a mapa Sdéay yryvoueva, Polyb. ix. 16. 2. 


ra 


B22 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


xai| might be taken explicatively (and indeed) (Bornemann, Bleek). But it 
is more in keeping with the profound emotion of the discourse to take éieb- 
covra k.t.A. by itself as a thought broken off, and «ai in the sense of : and: 
But days shall come (and not tarry)... and when shall be taken away, etc. — 
év éxelv. Taic Huép. | & painful solemnity of expression, whereby the emphasis 
is laid upon éxeivate. Comp. on Mark ii. 20. — Ver. 36. ériBAqya ivar. cavov| 
é.é., a patch cut off from a new garment. By the use of iwariov the incan- 
eruity of the proceeding comes still more strongly into prominence than by 
paxove, which is used in Matthew and Mark. [See Note LYV., p. 824 seq.] An 
unintentional modification of the tradition—not an alteration proceeding from 
the Paulinism of the writer, and directed against the syncretism of the Jewish 
Christians, as Késtlin, p. 174, ingeniously maintains. Even Lange explains 
the expression by supposing that there floated already before the mind of 
the Pauline Luke a clearer vision of the Christian community as. distinct 
from Judaism (LZ. J. IIL. p. 395). —xal 7d xavdv oyioes cal x.7.A. | comprises the 
twofold raischief which will ensue (future, see the critical remarks) if one 
does not obey that principle taken from experience ; He will not only cut 
the new (garment) in twain (in taking off the piece), but, moreover, the (piece) 
of the new (garment) will not be in keeping with the old (garment). Comp. 
Kypke, Paulus, de Wette, Bleek, Schegg, even as early as Erasmus. On 
oxicer, comp. John xix. 24; Isa. xxxvii.1. But usually 7d xarvdv is explained 
as the subject, and either cyice is taken intransitively (‘‘ scindet se a veteri,”’ 
“will rend itself from the old,” Bengel), or rd raAaidy iudriov is regarded as 
its object : the new piece will rend asunder the old garment (comp. Kuinoel). 
Incorrectly ; since this supplying of the object is not required by the con- 
text, but is obtruded for the sake of the harmony with Matt. ix. 16, Mark 
ii, 21, and 7d ard rod Kavod (it is not rd Kavdv) clearly shows that even to rd 
cavov We are to understand only iwdriov, not ériBAnwa ; and, moreover, 7d amd 
Tov xasvov would be altogether superfluous and clumsy. — Ver. 39. Peculiar 
to Luke ; but it is as little to be explained as resulting from later reflection 
on the difficulty of the mission to the Jews (Weizsiicker), as is the emphasis 
laid upon the incompatibility of the two, ver. 36. As Jesus in vv. 86-38 
made it manifest how unsuitable and injurious it would be to bind up the 
essence and the life of the new theocracy with the forms and institutions of 
the old, so now at ver. 39 He once more, by means of a parabolic expression, 
makes it intelligible how natural it is that the disciples of John and of the 
Pharisees should. not be able to consent to the giving up of the oLp forms and in- 
stitutions which had become dear to them, and to the exchanging of them for the 
NEW life in accordance with vs fundamental principles. Te says that this 
should be as little expected as that any one when he has drunk old wine 
should long for new, since he finds that the old is better. So in substance 
Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Clarius, Zeger, Calovius, 
Wolf, Bengel, Paulus, Olshausen, Lange, and others ;’ and rightly, since 


1 Baur, Markusevang. p. 202 (comp. Zel- _codd. of It., as an anti-heretical addition. 
ler, Apost. p. 15: Hilgenfeld, A7it. Unters. But the omission is explained simply from 
p. 403, and in the Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 200 f.), the apparent incongruity of the sense, and 
regards ver. 89, which is wanting in D and from the lack of any expression of the kind 
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even in ver. 37 f. the contrast of the old and new wine typified the contrast- 
ed old and new theocratic life. Hence we are neither, with Wetstein, to 
suppose the meaning reversed : ‘‘Pharisacorum austeritas comparatur vino 
novo, Christi lenitas vino veteri,” ‘‘The austerity of the Pharisees is com- 
pared with new wine, the gentleness of Christ with old wine ;” nor, with 
Grotius (comp. Estius and Clericus), to interpret : ‘‘Homines non subito 
ad austeriorem vitam pertrahendos, sed per gradus quosdam assucfaciendos 
esse,” ‘‘Men are not suddenly to be drawn into a more austere life, but to 
be habituated through certain degrees” (Jesus, in truth, had no wish to accus- 
tom them to an ‘‘austeriorem vitam !” ‘‘more austere life!”); nor, with 
Schege, to substitute the meaning : ‘‘that not till the old wine is expended 
(in reference to ver. 35) is the new drunk (which refers to fasts, etc., as a 
remedy for their being deprived of the presence of Christ).” But by the 
objection that the old wine is actually better (Ecclus. ix. 10, and see Wolf 
and Wetstein) the parable is unduly pressed (in opposition to de Wette and 
others), since in vy. 37-89 the point of comparison is not the quality of 
the wine in itself, but the relation of the old and the new. Outside the point 
of comparison, every parable is apt to be at fault. Moreover, ypyard¢ denotes 
the agreeable delicious taste. Comp. Plut. Mor. p. 240 D, 1073 A. The new 
has, as it were, no taste if the old has been found agreeable. [See Note 
LYL., p. 325.] But crony is as little to be found in ver. 39 as in ver. 37 f., 
and the gentle exculpatory character of the discourse, ver. 39 (which must 
in no wise be taken to mean full approval, in opposition to Hilgenfeld in the 
Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 215), is perfectly explained from the fact that, accord- 
ing to Matt. ix. 14, it is to be supposed that this conversation about fasting 
did not originally take place with the Pharisees, but with the disciples of 
John. See on Matthew. Comp. also Volkmar, Hoang. Marcions, p. 219 ff. 
If in the two parables it were desired to abide by the general thought of wn- 
suitableness (as it would be unsuitable to pour new wine into old skins, 
and after old wine immediately to drink new ; so also it would be unsuit- 
able if my disciples desired to bind themselves to the old institutions), 
the figure of ver. 39 would be very much out of harmony with the appro- 
priate figure in ver. 38, and the unsuitable matter would at ver. 39 be rep- 
resented in direct contradiction to fact (in opposition to de Wette) ; apart 
from this, moreover, that 0é2e. (not iver) applies the saying subjectively. 
According to Kuinoel and Bleek, Jesus spoke the words in ver. 39 at an- 
other time. But it is in keeping with the connection, and is certainly: 
taken from the Logia. 


Notes py AMERICAN Eprror. 


L. Vv. 1-11. The miraculous Draught of Fishes. 


It is unlikely that Luke’s source of information confuses the call of the 
fishermen with the later event recorded in John xxi. ‘‘Is it not much more 
simple to admit that, when Jesus desired to restore Peter to his apostleship 


in the parallel passages, although Lach- purely critical hesitation, was doubtful 
mann also (Praef. p. xxxvi.), but from about the genuineness of the verse. 
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after the denial, He began by placing him in a situation similar to that in 
which he was when first called, in the presence of another miraculous draught 
of fishes? and that it was by awakening in him the fresh impressions of earlier 
days that He restored to him his ministry ?” (Godet, Luke, p. 166, Am. ed.) The 
many vivid details, directly connected as they are with the main fact, discredit 
all theories which deny the accuracy of Luke in associating the miracle with the 
call of the fishermen. That Mark omits the event does not prove that it did 
not happen to Peter as Luke states ; for Mark’s narrative shows the reticence 
of Peter in regard to matters wherein he was specially prominent. Nor does 
ver. 8 involve Luke in ‘‘self-contradiction ;’ for Peter’s doubt might express 
itself after he had seen many a miracle wrought by Jesus. Moreover, the same 
argument would discredit either John’s account respecting the previous ac- 
quaintance with Jesus, or that of the Synoptists, who do not anywhere indicate 
such intercourse of the fishermen with Jesus in Judwa. That Luke’s sources 
of information gave him many accurate details omitted by Matthew and Mark, 
is self-evident. It may, however, be added, that Mark i. 29, 30 implies the pre- 
vious call of the fishermen, and hence that vy. 1-11 of this chapter find their 
proper chronological position before chap. iv. 32. Such a transposition can 
readily be admitted ; but to accept Meyer’s theory is really to deny that Luke 
had any competence as a historian. 


LI. Ver. 2. érAvvov. 


The imperfect is well attested (see critical notes) and is more suitable, but 
perhaps to be suspected on that account, 


LIT. Ver. 10. “IdkwBov kai Lwdvvny. 


The mention of these names shows that Luke refers to the call of the four 
fishermen ; but Weiss ed. Mey. thinks the Evangelist added this notice to 
‘the original narrative.’’ It is difficult to prove how much constituted ‘the 
original narrative,’ and an ingenuity of criticism to take such a notice as a 
proof of manipulation, It is rather a strong incidental evidence of truthful- 
ness. 

LIT. Vy. 12-14. The Healing of the Leper. 


The leper’s state of mind, as indicated by the narratives of both Matthew and 
Luke, point to the earlier date. The position assigned the event by Mat- 
thew can readily be accounted for by his preference for the topical arrangement. 


LIV. Ver. 17. cic 76 tacOa avrov. 


The R. V. text accepts the above reading, but renders ‘to heal,’’ explaining 
in the margin: Greek, that he should heal. Yet, in view of the evidence for 
avrot¢ (A CD, etc., with most versions), another margin is added : Many ancient 
authorities read, that He should heal them. These renderings accord with Mey- 
er’s view of the grammatical construction of the two readings respectively. 


LY. Ver. 36. cyicac. sd 


Meyer, against the weightiest authorities, rejects this word (see critical note). 
It is another variation from the parallel passages, and another incidental proof 
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of the independence of this Evangelist. So, too, 10 éxiBAnua, which Meyer 
also rejects, against preponderant evidence (see critical note), is not found in 
Matthew and Mark in the same connection, The three Synoptists, in fact, 
present so many verbal variations in their accounts of this saying of our Lord, 
as to afford the strongest internal evidence against the theories of dependence on 
each other or on an earlier written source. 


LVI. Ver. 39. ypyoréc. 


This seems to be the original reading (see critical note), and might readily be 
altered by the copyists. ‘The one accustomed to the old wine says: ‘The old 
is pleasant, good enough for me ; I have no desire to try the new.’ This is pre- 
cisely the attitude of a falsé conservatism” (Int. Rev. Commentary, Luke, p. 85). 
Weiss ed. Mey. refers vy. 36-38, not to the disciples of Jesus, but to those of 
John ; since otherwise ver, 39 would not be suitable in this connection. Any 
use of the passage to maintain the intrinsic excellence of what is old because 
it is old, is simply preposterous. 
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CHAPTER: Vie 


Ver. 1. devreporpétw] is wanting in BLS and seven min. Syr. Arr. Perss. 
Copt. Aeth. codd. of It. Condemned by Schulz, bracketed by Lachm. and 
Tisch. Syrops: [Retained by Tisch. VIII., but omitted by Treg. text, W. and 
Hort text, Weiss, R. V. text.] See the exegetical remarks. — Ver. 2. airoic] 
bracketed by Lachm., is, with Tisch., to be struck out, as it is wanting in 
B C* L X 8, min. Copt. Vere. Colb., while D, Cant. read ait@ ide. An addition 
in accordance with the parallels. Of roveiv év, the év alone is to be deleted, with 
Tisch., on decisive evidence, but not, with Lachm., the woe also. — Ver. 3. 
érére] Lachm. has ére, in accordance, indeed, with BC D LX A 8, min. [so 
Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.] ; but taken from the parallels, from which, moreover, 
the omission of évre¢ (Lachm. [W. and Hort, Weiss, with 8 B D L, 1, 33, 69, 
Copt. ]) is to be explained, as well asin ver. 4 the reading 76¢ (Lachm., following 
LR X &**, min.). — Ver. 4. The omission of o¢ (B D, Cant. Marcion) is to be 
regarded as a transcriber’s error (occasioned by the subsequent EIS). If nothing 
had originally been found there, only rac, not d¢ would have been added. — 
f{aBe cai] Lachm. has AaGov, following B C* L X 33, Syr. Copt. Theophyl. [So 
recent editors, R. V.] The Receptais tobe maintained. The words were left out, — 
an omission occasioned the more easily by the similar égaye xai which follows, as 
the parallels have not éAaGe cai. The omission occurs, moreover, inD K &, 
min. vss. Ir. Then AacGov was introduced as a restoration in better syntactical 
form. — xa? roic] BL 1, 112, Syr. Arr. Pers. Arm. Goth. Vulg. It. Theophyl. Ir. 
Ambr. have merely roic. [So Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss (not Tisch.).] In view 
of these important authorities cai must be traced to Mark ii. 26 (where the evi- 
dence against it is weaker), and should be deleted. —[Ver. 5. W. and Hort, 
R. V., with 8 B, omit «ai before r. caB.] — Ver. 6. dé kai] Laechm. has 0é, in ac- 
cordance with B L X 8, min. vss. Cyr. But why should «cai have been added ? 
Rather the possibility of dispensing with it alongside of érépw gave rise to its 
omission. [Tisch., recent editors, omit «ai; so R. V.]— Ver. 7. With Lachm. 
and Tisch. read rapetnpovvro (approved also by Griesb.), in accordance with pre- 
ponderating evidence. See on Mark iii. 2. — After dé Elz. has ai7ér on weighty 
evidence [so W. and Hort., R. V., following & B D L, etc.], indeed, but it is an 
addition. Comp. xiv. 1; Mark iii. 2. —@eparetoe:] Lachm. and Tisch. have 

eparever ; the future is taken from Mark, — xatyyopiay] BS X &, min. and vss. 
have katyyopeitv. So Tisch. D also vouches for the infinitive by reading xar7- 
yopyou, the infinitive being explained in the later reading by the use of the sub- 
stantive.—Ver. 8. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read eizev dé, following SB Land 
min. | — av0p67q| BL 8, min. Cyr. have avdpi. Approved by Griesb., adopted 
by Tisch. Rightly ; 74 avdpi was omitted by reason of the following 76 (so still 
D, Cant.), and then 76 avpéxm was inserted, in accordance with ver. 6 and 
Mark iii. 3, instead of 7 avdpi. — 6 dé] Lachm. and Tisch, have xai, following 
BDLX 8, 1, 33, Vulg. It. Copt. Cyr. The former suggested itself more reud- 
ily to the transcribers, Comp, ver. 10,—Ver. 9. ody] Lachm. and Tisch. 
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have dé, following BDL ®, min. Vulg. It. Goth. [So recent editors, R. V.] 
Not to be decided ; ody, it is true, is not frequently employed in the Gospel of 
Luke for continuing the narrative, and the reading wavers mostly between oiy 
and dé ; yet it is established in iii. 7, xix. 12, xxii. 36. — érepurfow] Tisch. has 
éxepuT, following BL &, 157, Copt. Vulg. Brix. For. Rd. The Recepta has re- 
sulted from a reminiscence of xx. 3; Mark xi. 29. The present is extremely 
appropriate to the vivacity of the whole action. — 7 or r/] Lachm, and Tisch. 
have ¢, following B DL 8, 157, Copt. Vulg. It. Cyr. Aug. In view of these im- 
portant authorities, and because «i fits in with the reading érepwr, which, 
according to the evidence, is to be approved (see above), ei is to be preferred. — 
arodéoat] also retained by Lachm. and Tisch., following B DL X 8, vss. even 
Vulg. It. Griesb. and Scholz have azoxreiva, which is introduced from Mark 
iil. 4, whence also comes toi¢ odfacw, instead of which Lachm. and Tisch. 
have adopted 16 caSBary, following B DL 8, Cant. Rd. Colb. Corb. For. Aug. 
— Ver. 10. Instead of airé Elz. has 76 avpdru, in opposition to preponderating 
evidence. — After érotycev (instead of which D X 8, min. and most of the vss. 
read éférecvev, which is from Matt. xii. 13 ; Mark ii. 5) Elz. Scholz, Lachm. 
have otrwc, which is wanting in important but still not preponderating [?] author- 
ities, and is deleted by Griesb., but defended by Schulz, in accordance with ix. 
15, xii. 48. Itis to be adopted. The possibility of dispensing with it and the 
ancient gloss é&érecvev occasioned the dropping out of the word. [But it is re- 
jected by Tisch., recent editors, R. V., since it is not found in any of the oldest 
mss, ] — After airov Elz. has byujc, in opposition to decisive evidence. It is from 
Matt. xii. 138. Moreover, ¢ 7) ddan (condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., 
deleted by Tisch.), which is wanting in B L 8, min, Copt. Vulg. Sax. Vere. For. 
Corb. Rd., is from Matthew. — [The oldest authorities have woujoatev, accepted 
by Tisch., recent editors. ]— Ver. 12. éé7Afev] Lachm. and Tisch. have é&e/Geiv 
airév ; which, in accordance with the preponderance of the mss., is to be pre- 
ferred. —- Vv. 14-16. Before "IdkwB., before OiAiw7., before Mar?., before ’Takwf., 
and before ’Iotd. ’Iax., is to be inserted xa/, on external evidence (Tisch,), — 
Ver. 16. d¢ xai] Lachm. and Tisch. have only 6c, following BL &, min. vss. even 
Vulg. It. Marcion. Rightly; xai is from the parallels. — [Ver, 17; Tisch., W. 
and Hort, Weiss, R. V., insert roAtc after dyAoc, following 8 B L.]— Ver. 18. 
oydovu.] Tisch, has évoyA., following very important mss. The compound form 
was overlooked. — Instead of a76 Elz. has 4x6, in opposition to decisive evi- 
dence. An alteration arising from misunderstanding, because a6 rv. axal. was 
believed to be dependent upon the participle (comp. Acts v. 16), which error, 
moreover, gave rise to the kai before é@epax. Lachm. and Tisch. have rightly 
deleted this xa/, in accordance with preponderating evidence. — [Ver. 19. Tisch., 
recent editors, follow 8 B L, ete., and read é{7rovv.]— Ver. 23. Instead of 
xapnte Elz. has yaipete, in opposition to decisive evidence. —raira or rai7a] 
Lachm, and Tisch. have rd aia, following B D Q X =, min. Marcion. The Re- 
cepta is a transcriber’s error. The same reading is to be adopted in ver. 26 on 
nearly the same evidence ; so also in xvii. 80. —- Ver. 25. iuiv before oi yer. 
(suspected also by Griesb.) is, in accordance with BK LS X & 8, min. Or. Iy., 
with Tisch., to be struck out. An addition to conform with what precedes. 
Elz. has tiv also before érav, ver. 26, in opposition to decisive evidence. But 
viv is, with Tisch., following very important evidence, to be inserted after éu- 
mera, — Ver. 26, of dvOp.] Elz. Lachm. Tisch. have ravre¢ oi avp. The prepon- 
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derance of evidence is in favor of irdvrec, and it is to be maintained in opposition 
to Griesb. The omission was occasioned by the apparently inappropriate 
relation to ol rarépec abrov. — Ver. 28. ipiv] Griesb. Scholz, Lachm, Tisch. have 
iuac. [So recent editors.] There are weighty authorities on both sides, although 
the evidence is stronger for iuac ; but tui is the more unusual, and is attested 
even so early as by Justin (?) and Origen ; iuac is from Matt. v. 44. — Before 
rpoceiy. Elz. has xai, in opposition to decisive evidence. —[Ver. 30. Tisch., 
recent editors, R.V., omit dé 7, following & B, ete. The words were probably 
inserted from Matthew.]— Ver. 34. The reading daveilere, although approved 
by Griesb., is a transcriber’s error. Comp. on Rom. xiv. 8. Lachm, has da- 
velonre (Tisch. : davionte), following only B Z 8, 157. [Recent editors agree with 
Tisch. ]— Before duaptwdoi Elz. has oi, in opposition to decisive evidence. — On 
evidence as decisive rov (in Elz.) before i., ver. 35, is condemned. But pydéva 
(Lisch.) instead of puydév is too weakly attested by = 8, Syr.*, especially as it 
might easily result from a transcriber’s error. [Treg., W. and Hort text, Weiss, 
R. V. text, retain p7dév.] — Ver. 36. ovv] is wanting in BDL, min. vss. 
and Fathers. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. <A con- 
nective particle, although not directly taken from Matt. v. 48. [Tisch., W. 
and Hort, Weiss, R. V., folowing 8 BL, etc., omit xai after xaféc, and in 
ver. 37 insert it before ju?) xatad., in ver. 38 omit it before both cecad. and breper., 
in ver, 28 read © yap uétpw.]— Ver. 39. dé] Lachm. and Tisch. have 0é kai, fol- 
lowing preponderating evidence ; the «ai, which might be dispensed with, was 
passed over. — reoovvta:] Lachm. and Tisch, have éurecoivtar. The Recepta is 
from Matt. xv. 14. —[Ver. 40, Recent editors omit airod in the first clause. ] — 
Ver. 43. ovdé] BL = 8, min. Copt. Arm. Vere. Germ. add zddcv, which Lachm. 
has in brackets. With Tisch. to be adopted; the omission of the word that 
might be dispensed with resulted from Matt. vil. 18.— Ver. 45. Read the sec- 
ond half of the verse : «. 6 movypd¢ ék Tov TovRpOd TpopépEr TO TovApdy (Tisch.). In 
view of BD L 8, imin. vss. the dvOpwroc and Oycavpov ti¢ Kapdiac avTov of the 
Recepta (both condemned by Griesb., and bracketed by Lachm.) are to be re- 
garded as supplementary additions, as also in the next clause roi and ric (deleted 
by Lachm. and Tisch.). — Ver. 48. refewer. yap éxt tv wétpay] Tisch. has dca 76 
Kaade oixodoueiabat [oixodopjo0atin Tisch. VIIL.] atti, following BL & &, 33, 157, 
Syr.P (in the margin), Copt. The Recepla is a gloss from Matt. vii, 25. — Ver. 49. 
éxece] ovvérece, Which Griesb. has recommended and Tisch. has adopted, is so 
strongly attested by BD LR & &, that évece is to be referred to Matthew. 


Vv. 1-5. See on Matt. xii. 1-8 ; Mark ii. 23-28, whom Luke, with some 
omission, however, follows (see especially ver. 5). Between the foregoing 
and the present narrative Matthew interposes aseries of other incidents. — éy 
oaBB. devtepoxpotw| all explanations are destitute of proof, because devrepé- 
mpwtoc never occurs elsewhere. According to the analogy of devrepoyduoc, 
devtepoBdroc, dSevtepordxoc, etc., it might be: a Sabbath which for the second 
time is the first. Comp. devrepodexatn, the second tenth, in Jerome, ad He. 
45. According to the analogy of devrepécyaroc, penultimus, Heliodorus in 
Soran. Chirurg. vet. p. 94, it might—since from éoyaroce the reckoning must 
be backwards, while from zpéro¢ it must be forwards, in order to geta 
debrepoc—be the second first, i.e., the second of two firsts, All accurate gram- 
matical information is wanting. As, however, if any definite Sabbaths at 
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all had borne the name of cdf farov devrepérpwrov (and this must be assumed, 
as Luke took for granted that the expression was a familiar one), this name 
would doubtless occur elsewhere (in the Old Testament, in the LXX., in 
Philo, Josephus, in the Talmud, etc.) ; but this is not the case, as the whole 
Greek literature has not even one instance of the peculiar word in itself to 
show ;' as among the Synoptics it was precisely Luke that could least of 
all impute to his reader a knowledge of the name ; and as, finally, very 
ancient and important authorities have not got devreporpérw at all in the pas- 
sage before us (see the critical remarks), just as even so early an authority 
as SyrP. remarks in the margin : ‘‘ non est in omni exemplari,”—I regard 
devteporporw as not being genuine, although, moreover, the suspicion suggests 
itself that it was omitted ‘‘ ignoratione rei,” ‘‘ from ignorance of the matter” 
(Bengel, Appar. Crit.), and because the parallel places have nothing simi- 
lar to it. In consideration of év érépw oaBZ., ver. 6, probably the note 
TpoT® Was written at the side, but a comparison with iv. 31 occasioned the 
corrective note devrépw to be added, which found its way into the text, 
partly without (so still Ar’. and Ar*.), partly with zpérw (thus devrépw 
por, SO still RT, min.), so that in the next place, seeing that the two 
words in juxtaposition were meaningless, the one word devreporporw was 
coined. Wilke also and Hofmann, according to Lichtenstein ; and Lichten- 
stein himself, as well as Bleek and Holtzmann (comp. Schulz on Griesbach), 
reject the word ; Hilgenfeld regards it as not being altogether certain.” Of 
the several attempts at explanation, I note historically only the following : 
(1) Chrysostom, Hom. 40 in Matth.: brav durdy 4 dpyia n Kai tov caBBdrov tov 
xupiov Kab érépac éopta#e dcadeyouévnc, ‘‘ whenever the rest from labor was 
double, both on the Sabbath of the Lord and on another succeeding feast- 
day,” so that thus is understood a feast-day immediately following the Sabbath.* 
(2) Theophylact understands a Sabbath, the day before which (xapackevg) had 
been a feast-day.* (8) Isidore of Pelusium, Zp. ii. 110 (comp. Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Calvin, Surenhusius, Wolf), thinks that the rpéry rév afbuov is 
meant, and was called devreporpdry : éresdy Oeirepov péev qv Tov Tdoya, TPOTOV 
dé TOv albuwr' éEorrépac yap Obovtec TO rdoya TH eho THY TOV albuwv éxavyybpilov 
éoptay, hv kal devrepérpwrov éxdAovv, ‘‘ since it was the second of the Passover, 
but the first of unleavened bread ; for sacrificing the Passover in the even- 
ing they celebrated on the next day the feast of unleavened bread, which 
was also called ‘second-first,’”” — that every festival was called a Sabbath. 
Comp. Saalschiitz ; ‘‘the second day of the first feast (Passover).” (4) Most 


4 Comp. Luther’s obscure gloss: ‘‘the 
second day after the high Sabbath.” 
Schegg explains the expression even asa 
Christian designation, namely, of the Sat- 


1J%n Eustathius in Vita Hutych. n. 95, the 
Sunday after Easter is called Sevrepompaty 
xuptaxy ; but this epithet manifestly origi- 
nated from the passage before us. 


2 Tischendorf had deleted it in his edition 
of 1849, but in ed. 7 (1859) [also in ed. 8 
(1869)] had restored and defended it ; now 
{1867] (in the Synops. ed. 2) he has, with 
Lachmann, bracketed it. 

3 Comp. Epiphanius, Haer. 30, 31. 
Beza, Paulus, and Olshausen. 


So also 


urday after Good Friday. In opposition to 
Serno (Zag des letzt. Passahmahis, 1859, 
p. 48 ff.), who, according to his mistaken 
supposition of the doubling of the first and 
last feast-days, brings out the siwteenth Ni- 
san, see Wieseler in Reuter’s Repert. 1860, 
p. 138. 
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prevalent has become the view of Scaliger (Hmend. tempor. VI. p. 557) and 
Petavius, that it is the first Sabbath after the second day of the Passover. 
Comp. already Epiphanius, Haer. xxx. 31. From the second Easter day (on 
which the first ripe ears of corn were offered on the altar, Lev. xxiii. 10 ff. ; 
Lightfoot, p. 840) were numbered seven Sabbaths down to Pentecost, Lev. 
xxii. 15.2. (5) According to the same reckoning, distinguishing the three 
first Sabbaths of the season between Easter and Pentecost from the rest, 
Redslob in the Intell. Bl. der allgem. Lit. Zeit., Dec. 1847, p. 570 f., says 
that it was the second Sabbath after the second Easter day, devrepétpwrtoc being 
equivalent to debrepoc Tov rpézwv, therefore about fourteen days after Easter. 
Comp. Ewald, Jahrb. XI. p. 254 : that it was the second of the two first 
Sabbaths of the Passover month. (6) Von Til and Wetstein: that it 
was the first Sabbath of the second month (Igar). So also Storr and others. 
(7) Credner, Beitr. I. p. 357, concludes that according to the «fpvypya 
tov Iérpov (in Clem. Strom. vi. 5, p. 760, Pott) the Sabbath at the 
full moon was called zpérov (a mistaken explanation of the words, see 
Wieseler, p. 282 f.), and hence that a Sabbath at the new moon was to be un- 
derstood. (8) Hitzig, Ostern und Pyingst. p. 19 ff. (agreeing with Theophy- 
lact as to the idea conveyed by the word), conceives that it was the jifteenth 
Nisan, which, according to Lev. xxiii. 11, had been called a Sabbath, and 
was named devrepérp., because (but see, on the other hand, Wieseler, 
p. 358 ff.) the fourteenth Nisan always fell onaSaturday. (9) Wieseler, Z.c. 
p. 231 ff.° thinks that it was the second-first Sabbath of the year in a cycle 
of seven years, 7.¢., the first Sabbath of the second year in a week of years. Al- 
ready L. Capellus, Rhenferd, and Lampe (ad Joh. II. p. 5) understood it to 
be the first month in the year (Misan), but explained the name from the 
fact that the year had two first Sabbaths, namely, in Tisri, when the civil 
year began, and in Nisan, when the ecclesiastical year began. (10) Ebrard, 
p. 414 f., following Krafft (Chron. und Harm. d. vier Evang. p. 18 f.), 
regards it as the weekly Sabbath that occurs between the first and last Easter 
days (feast-Sabbaths). For yet other interpretations (Grotius and Valcke- 
naer : that the Sabbath before Easter was called the first great one zpwré- 
xpotov, the Sabbath before Pentecost the second great one devtepéxpwror, the 
Sabbath before the feast of Tabernacles tputémpwrov*), see in Calovius, Bibl. 
Iil., and Liibkert, J.c. 


1 The explanation of Sealiger is followed 
by Casaubon, Drusius, Lightfoot, Schoett- 
gen, Kuinoel, Neander, de Wette, and 
many more; and is defended, especially 
against Paulus, by Liibkert in the Stud. u. 
rit. 1835, p. 671 ff. Opposed to Scaliger 
are Wieseler, Synopse, p. 230; Saalschiitz, 
Mos. R. p. 394 f.; and aptly Grotius im Joc. 
Lange, Z. J. IL. 2, p. 813, tries to improve 
the explanation of Scaliger by assuming 
that preceding the cycle between Easter 
and Pentecost there is a shorter cycle from 
1 Nisan to Easter; that the first Sabbath 
of this first cycle is therefore the jirst-first, 
while the first Sabbath of that second cycle 


(from Easter to Pentecost) is the second-first. 
[See Note LVIL., p. 340.] 

2Comp. also Winer, Realwdrterd. Ti. 
p. 348 ff.; Ewald, Jahrb. I. p. 72, and Gesch. 
Chr. p. 304. 

3 Tischendorf, Synopse, ed. 2, NOW op- 
poses the explanation of Wieseler, with 
which in ed. 1 he agreed. 

4V. Gumpach also (7b. d. altjtid. Kalend., 
Briissel 1848) understands a Sabbath of the 
second rank. Very peculiarly Weizsiicker, 
p. 59, says: “that Luke iy. 16, 31 recounts 
two Sabbath narratives, and now vi. 1, 6 
recounts other two,” and that the Sabbath 
in the passage before us is therefore the 
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Vv. 1-5. [See Note LVIIL., p. 340.] — rove ordyvac] the ears of corn that 
offered themselves on the way. — jofiov wWéyovrec x.7.A.| they ate (the con- 
tents), rubbing them out. The two things happened «i the same time, so 
that they continually conveyed te their mouths the grains set free by this 
rubbing. — Ver. 3. od rotro] have you never so much as read this? ete. — 
érére| quandoquidem, since.’ — Ver. 4. #eor1] with an accusative and infini- 
tive, occurring only here in the New Testament, frequently in the classical 
writers, Plat. Polit. p. 290 D ; Xen. Mem. i. 1. 9, iii. 12. 8, and elsewhere ; 
also after a preceding dative (Ktihner, ad Xen. Mem. p. 57, ed. 2). — Ver. 5. 
édeyev ait.] aS Mark, but without the auxiliary thought found in Mark 
which introduces the conclusion. 


Remark. —In D, which does not read ver. 5 till after ver. 10, the following 
passage occurs after ver. 4: 77 abra quépa Oeaodmevoc twa epyatéuevov tw caGato 
eimev aim GvOpure, et ev oidag Ti rotelc, waKdpuog el ci Je ju) oidac, éxixatdparoc 
kai TapaBarnc ei Tov véuov, ‘‘On the same day seeing one working on the Sab- 
bath, He said to him: Man, ifthou knowest what thou doest,thou art blessed ; 
but if thou knowest not, thou art accursed and a transeressor of the law.” In 
substance it certainly bears the stamp of genius, and is sufficiently liberal-mind- 
ed to admit ofits being original, even although it'is not genuine. LIregard it as 
an interpolated fragment of a true tradition, 


Vv. 6-11. See on Matt. xii. 9-14; Mark iii. 1-6, in comparison with 
which Luke’s narrative is somewhat weakened (see especially vv. 10, 11).— 
dé cai] for that which now follows also took place on a Sabbath, [But see 
critical note.]—év érépw caZB.] inexact, and varying from Matthew. 
Whether this Sabbath was actually the next following (which Lange finds 
even in Matthew) is an open question. [See Note LIX., p. 340.]— Ver. 9. 
According to the reading érepwrd tuac, ei (see the critical remarks) : J ask 
you whether. With the ecepta, the mss. according to the accentuation rz or 
ri favor one or other of the two different views : [will ask you something, is 
it laroful, etc. ? or : Iwill ask you, what ts lawful? The future would be in 
favor of the former. Comp. Matt. xxi. 24. —Ver. 11. dvotac] want of un- 
derstanding, dementia (Vulg. : insipientia).? As to the Avolie optutive form 
mowmoecav (comp. Acts xvii. 27), see Winer, p. 71 [E. T. 76]. Ellendt, ad Ar- 
rian. Alex. I. p. 853. Lachmann and Tischendorf have xojoaev (a correc- 
tion). [But see critical note. ] 

Vv. 12-49. Luke inserts at this point the choice of the Twelve, and then 
a shorter and less original (see also Weiss in the Jahrb. f. d. Th. 1864, 


Jirst of this second series of narratives, con- 1Plato, Legg. x. p. 895 B; Euthyd. 


sequently the second-jirst. But what reader 
would have been able to discover this ref- 
erence, especially as between iv. 31 and vi.1 
so many other narratives intervened ? Weiz- 
sicker, moreover, pertinently observes, in 
opposition to every hypothesis of an expla- 
nation in accordance with the calculation 
of the divine services, that our Gospel 
stands much too remote from things of this 
kind. 


p. 297 D ; Xen. Andabd. iii. 2.2; not elsewhere 
in the New Testament. Comp. Hermann, 
ad Soph. O. @. 1696. 

22 Tim. iii. 9; Wisd. xix. 3, xv. 18; Prov. 
xxii. 15; Herod. vi. 69; Plat. Gorg. p. 514 B, 
and elsewhere. Also Thucyd. iii. 48. Usu- 
ally : madness. Comp. Plat. Zim. p. 86 B: 
S¥o .. . advotas yévn, TO ev maviay, TO bE ana~ 
diay, 
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p. 52 ff.) edition of the Sermon on the Mount. According to Matthew, the 
choice of the Twelve had not yet occurred before the Sermon on the Mount ; 
nevertheless it is implied in Matthew, not, indeed, sooner than at x. 1, but 
after the call of Matthew himself. Luke in substance follows Mark in what 
concerns the choice of the apostles. But he here assigns to the Sermon on 
the Mount—which Mark has not got at all—a position different from that in 
Matthew, following a tradition which attached itself to the locality of the 
choice of the apostles (76 dpoc) as readily as to the description and the con- 
tents of the sermon. [See Note LX., p. 340 seq.] See, moreover, Commen- 
tary on Matthew. According to Baur, indeed, Luke purposely took from 
the discourse its place of distinction, and sought in the Pauline interest 
to weaken it as much as possible. 

Vv. 12, 18. Comp. Mark ii. 18-15. —7é dpoc] as Matt. v. 1. — rpocebEacba 
k.7.A.] comp. on v. 16. — év rH rpocedy7 Tod Oeov| in prayer to God. Genitive 
of the object (see Winer, p. 167 [E. T. 185 f.]). — rove pabyrac avtoi] in the 
wider sense. Comp. ver. 17. —xat éxAefGu. «.7.A.] The connection is: ‘‘ And 
after He had chosen for Himself from them twelve . . . and (ver. 17) had 
come down with them, He took up His position on a plain, and (seil. éorn, 
there stood there) a crowd of His disciples, and a great multitude of people 

. who had come to hear Him and to be healed ; and they that were tor- 
mented were healed of unclean spirits: and all the people sought,” etc. 
The discovery of Schleiermacher, that éAefau. denotes not the actual choice, 
but only a bringing them together, was a mistaken idea which the word itself 
ought to have guarded against. Comp. Acts i. 2. —oi¢ kal az. ovou.| An 
action concurring towards the choice, and therefore, according to Luke, con- 
temporaneous (in opposition to Schleiermacher). Comp. Mark iii. 14, which 
is the source of this certainly anticipatory statement. [But see Note LX., 
p. 3840 seq. ] 

Vy. 14-16. Comp. on Matt. x. 2-4; Mark iii. 16-19. — ¢jAwr#v] Comp. 
Acts i. 18. See on Matt. x. 4. —’Ioiday ’IaxkéBov] Usually (including even 
Ebrard and Lange) : Judas the brother of James, and therefore the son of 
Alphaeus ; but without any foundation in exegesis. At least Jude 1 might 
be appealed to, where both Jude and James are natural brothers of the Lord. 
In opposition to supplying adeA¢éc, however, we have to point out in general, 
that to justify the supplying of the word a special reference must have pre- 
ceded (as Alciphr. Hp. ii. 2), otherwise we must abide by the usual vidc, as 
at ver. 15 ; further, that Matt. x. 2 mentions the pairs of brothers among 
the apostles most precisely as such, but not among them James and Lebbaecus 


1 That Matthew and Luke gave two dis- 
tinct discourses, delivered in immediate 
succession (which Augustine supposed), 
that were related to one another as esoteric 
(given to the disciples exclusively) and 
exoteric (in the ears of the people), isneither 
to be established exegetically, nor is it rec- 
oncilable with the creative power of dis- 
course manifested by Jesus at other times, 
in accordance with which He was certainly 
capable, at least, of extracting from the 


original discourse what would be suitable 
for the people (in opposition to Lange, L. J. 
II. 2, p. 566 ff.). And how much does the 
discourse in Matthew contain which there 
was no reason for Jesus keeping back from 
the people in Luke’s supposed exoteric dis- 
course! Comp. also Matt. vii. 28, from 
which passage it is clear that Matthew 
neither regarded the discourse as esoteric, 
nor knew anything of ¢wo discourses. 
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(who is to be regarded as identical with our Judas ; see on Matt. x. 2’). 
Hence (so also Ewald), here and at Acts i. 18, we must read Judas son of 
James, of which James nothing further is known.?— [See Note LXI., 
p. 341.] —podérn¢] Traitor (2 Mace. v. 15, x. 18, 22 ; 2 Tim. iii. 4) ; only 
here in the New Testament is Judas thus designated. Matthew has rapa- 
dotc, comp. Mark. Yet comp. Acts vii. 52. — Observe, moreover, that Luke 
here enumerates the four first-named apostles in pairs, as does Matthew ; 
whereas in Actsi. 13 he places first the three most confidential ones, as does Mark. 
We see from this simply that in Acts i. 13 he followed a source containing 
the latter order, by which he held impartially and without any mechanical 
reconciliation with the order of the passage before us. The conclusion is 
much too hasty, which argues that Mark was not before him till Acts i. 13, 
and that when he wrote the Gospel he had not yet become acquainted with 
Mark’s work (Weizsiicker). 

Ver. 17. ’Hr? rérov redivod| according to the connection of Luke (ver. 12, 
sic TO Spoc ; ver. 17, karaBdc), cannot be otherwise understood than: on a 
plain; not: over a plain (Michaelis and Paulus); nor: ona small over- 
hanging place of the declivity (Tholuck) ; comp. Lange, who calls the dis- 
course in Matthew the Swmmit-sermon, and that in Luke the Terrace-sermon. 
[See Note LXII., p. 341.] The divergence from Matt. v. 1 must be admitted, 
and remains still, even if a plateau is supposed on which jutted out a crest 
previously ascended by Jesus (Ebrard ; comp. Grotius, Bengel, and others ; 
a vacillating arbitrariness in Olshausen). Matthew’s narrative is original ; 
Luke has a later tradition. As the crowd of hearers, according to this later 
tradition, came from greater distances, and were thus represented as more 
numerous, a plain was needed to accommodate them. According to Baur, 
Ewang. p. 457, this divergence from Matthew is due also to the tendency of 
Luke to degrade the Sermon on the Mount, which would surely be a very petty 
sort of levelling. —xal dyAo¢ x.7.2.] sctl. gorn. [See critical note.] See on 
ver, 18. A similar structure in the narrative, viii. 1-3. 

Vv. 18, 19. ’Ard rvevu. axaf.] belongs to éfepax. Comp. ver. 17, iabpvac 
axé. The xat before éfepar. is not genuine. See the criticalremarks. After 
éOepar. only a colon is to be placed ; the description of the healings is con- 
tinued. — xa idro réyr.] not to be separated from what precedes by acomma, 
but dévayic is the subject. Sce v. 17. — é&4px.] Comp. viii. 46 : ‘ Significa- 
tur non adventitia fuisse efficacia, sed Christo intrinseca éx tic Aeiac bboewc,” 
‘the efficacy is indicated to have been, not external to, but intrinsic to 
Christ from the divine nature,” Grotius. 


1 Ewald takes a different view, that even 
during the lifetime of Jesus ‘Iovdas ‘laxaBou 
had taken the place of the Thaddaeus 
(Lebbaeus), who had probably been cut off 
by death. See his Gesch. Chr. p. 323. In 
this way, indeed, the narrative of Luke in 
the passage before us, where the choice of 
the Twelve is related, would be incorrect. 
That hypothesis would only be capable of 
reconciliation with Acts i.138. According to 


Schleiermacher also, Z. J. p. 369, the per- 
sons of the apostolic band were not always 
the same, and the different catalogues 
belong to different periods. But when the 
evangelists wrote,the Twelve were too well 
known in Christendom, nay, too world-his- 
torical, to have allowed the enumeration 
of different individual members. 

2 Comp. Nonnus, Paraphrase of John xiv. 
22: "Iovdas vids “laxwBoro, 
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Vv. 20, 21. Kai airéc] And He, on His part, as contrasted with this mul- 
titude of people seeking His word and His healing power. Comp. v. 1, 16. 
— ele trode pabyt. avtov] in the wider sense, quite as in Matt. v. 2 ; for see vv. 
13,17. As in Matthew, so here also the discourse is delivered first of all for 
the circle of the disciples, but in presence of the people, and, moreover, for 
the people (vii. 1). The lifting up of His eyes on the disciples is the solemn 
opening movement, to which in Matthew corresponds the opening of His 
mouth. — paxdpior x.7.2.] Luke has only four beatitudes, and omits (just as 
Matthew does in the case of zevOoivrec) all indication, not merely that «Aaiov- 
tec, but also that mrwyoi and mevévree should be taken ethically, so that 
according to Luke Jesus has in view the poor and suffering earthly position 
of His disciples and followers, and promises to them compensation for it in 
the Messiah’s kingdom. The fourfold zoe, then, in ver. 24 ff. has to do with 
those who are rich and prosperous on earth (analogous to the teaching in 
the narrative of the rich man and Lazarus) ; comp. i. 58. Certainly Luke 
has the later form of the tradition, which of necessity took its rise In con- 
sequence of the affliction of the persecuted Christians as contrasted with the 
rich, satisfied, laughing, belauded vioic rod aldévoc robrov ; comp. the analo- 
gous passages in the Epistle of James, ii. 5, v. 1 ff., iv. 9. [See Note LXIIL., 
p- 3841 seq.] Thisalso is especially true of the denunciations of woe, which 
were still unknown to the first evangelist.1 That they were omitted in 
Matthew from motives of forbearance (Schenkel) is an arbitrary assumption, 
quite opposed to the spirit of the apostolic church ; just as much asthe notion 
that the poverty, etc., pronounced blessed in Matthew, should be interpreted 
spiritually. The late date of Luke’s composition, and the greater originality in 
general which is to be attributed to the discourse in Matthew, taken as it is from 
the Logia,? which formed the basis in an especial manner of this latter Gospel 
make the reverse view less probable, that® the general expressions, as Luke 
has them, became more specific at a later date, as may be seen in Matthew, 
by reason of possible and partly of actually occurring misunderstanding. 
Moreover, the difference in itself is not to be got rid of (Tholuck says that the 
outer misery awakens the inner ; Olshausen, that +. rvefware must in Luke 
be supplied!) ; probably, however, it is to be conceded that Jesus asswmes 
as existing the ethical condition of the promise in the case of His afflicted 
people (according to Luke’s representation) as in His believing and future 
members of the kingdom ; hence the variation is no contradiction. [See Note 
LXIITL., p. 841 seq.] The Hdionitic spirit is foreign to the Pauline Luke (in 
opposition to Strauss, I. p. 603 f.; Schwegler, and others). — iperépa] 


1 Comp. Weiss in the Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 
1864, p. 58 f. (in opposition to Holtzmann). 

2For the Zogia, not a primitive Mark 
(Holtzmann), was the original source of the 
discourse. The form of it given by Luke is 
derived by Weizsiicker, p. 148, from the 
collection of discourses of the great inter- 
ealation (see on ix. 51), from which the 
evangelist transplanted it into the earlier 
period of the foundation of the church. 


But for the hypothesis of such a disruption 
of the great whole of the source of this in- 
tercalation, ix. 51 ff., there is no trace of 
proof elsewhere. Moreover, Weizsicker 
aptly shows the secondary character of 
this discourse in Luke, both in itself and in 
comparison with Matthew. 

So also Ewald, p. 211; comp. Wittichen 
in the Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 1862, p. 823. 


CHAP. VI., 22-25. 335 


‘* Applicatio solatii individualis ; congruit attollens, nam radii oculorum in- 
digitant,” ‘‘ The application of the comfort is individual; ‘lifting up’ agrees 
with this, for the glances of His eyes are indicated,” Bengel.— yopracd. and 
yedao.| corresponding representations of the Messianic blessedness. 

Ver. 22. Comp. Matt. v. 11 f. — dgopicworv] from the congregation of the 
synagogue and the intercourse of common life. This is the excommuni- 
cation 1] (Buxtorf, Lev. Talm. s.v.). Comp. John ix. 22. But that at 
that time there were already beside this simple excommunication one (OW 
or two (01M and NO?) still higher degrees (see, in general, Grotius on 
this passage ; Winer, Realw.) is improbable (Gildemeister, Blendwerke d. 
vulgar. Ration. p. 10 ff.), and, moreover, is not to be inferred from what 
follows, wherein is depicted the hostility which is associated with the ex- 
communication. —xal éBddwor 7. dv. bu. O¢ movyp.| ekBdArecvy is just the 
German wegwerfen, in the sense of contemptuous rejection ;* but 7d dvoua is not 
auctoritas (Kypke), nora designation of the character or the faith (de Wette), 
nor the name of Christian (Ewald) [Weiss ed. Mey. ], which idea (comp. Matt. 
x, 42; Mark ix. 41) occurs in this place for the first time by means of the follow- 
ing évexa Tov viot +. avOp.; but the actual personal name, which designates the 
individual in question. Hence : when they shall have rejected your name (e.g. 
John, Peter, etc.) as evil, i.e.,as being of evil meaning, because it repre- 
sents an evil man in your person,—on account of the Son of man,— ye know 
yourselves as His disciples... The singular dvoua is distributive.” Others in- 
terpret wrongly : When they shall have exiled you (Kuinoel), to express 
which would have required tude oe rovnpovc ; or : when they shall have 
struck out your names from the register of names (Beza and others quoted by 
Wolf, Michaclis also), which even in form would amount to an unusual 
tautology with agopic.; or : when they shall have spread your name abroad 
as evil (defamed you) (Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Schegg), which is un- 
grammatical, and not to be established by Deut. xxii. 19 ; or : when they 
declare it as evil (Bleek), which, nevertheless, would be very different from 
the classical éry éxBaArew, to cast wp words, verba proferre (Hom. Il. vi. 324 ; 
Pind, Pyth. ii. 148); and, withal, how feeble and inexpressive ! 

Ver. 23. "By éxelvyy t. quép.| in which they shall have thus dealt with you. 
oxipthoate : leap for joy. — Moreover, see on Matt. v. 12 ; and as to the re- 
peated ydp, the second of which is explanatory, on Matt. vi. 32, xviii. 11 ; 
Rom. viii. 6. 

Vv. 24, 25. The woes of the later tradition closely corresponding to the 
beatitudes. Comp. on ver. 20. [See Note LXIV., p. 342.]—7a2qv] on the 
other hand, verumtamen, so that 47.24 also might be used as at ver. 35, xi. 41, 
and elsewhere. See Klotz, ad Devar. p, 725. — iuiv] Conceive Jesus here 
extending His glance beyond the disciples (ver. 20) to a wider circle. — 
aréyere] see on Matt. vi. 2. — tHv rapdxd. buov] instead of yeceiving the con- 
solation which you would receive by possession of the Messiah’s kingdom 


1Plato, Pol. ii. p. 877 C, Crit. p. 46 B; 2Comp. Ael. ZH. A. 5.4; Polyb. xviii. 23. 
Soph. O. C, 687, 642'3- Ael. 25 24" xi. 10 4; Kriiger, § 44.1.7; Winer, p. 157'[E. T. 
Kypke, I. p. 236. 174). 
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(comp. ii. 25), if you belonged to the zrwyo/, you have by anticipation what is 
accounted to you instead of that consolation ! Comp. the history of the rich 
man, ch. xvi. Here the Messianic retributive punishment is described nega- 
tively, and by rewacete, revd. K. KAabo., positively. — turer Anopuévor] ye DOW are 
filled up, satisfied, Herod. i. 112. Comp. on Col. ii. 23. For the contrast, 
Luke i. 58. On the nominative, Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 123 [H. T. 141). 

Ver. 26. This woe also, like the previous ones, and opposed to the fourth 
beatitude, ver. 22, must refer to the unbelievers, not to the disciples (so 
usually, see Kuinoel and de Wette), when perchance these latter should fall 
away, and thereby gather praise of men. This is not justified by the refer- 
ence to the false prophets of earlier times, which rather shows that in this 
ovat Jesus has in His view, as opposed to His disciples, who had incurred. 
hatred and persecution (ver. 23), the universally praised dignitaries of the 
Jewish theocracy and teachers of the people, whose business was Cyreiv av- 
Oparoce apéckery (Gal. i. 10). Jesus does not address His discourse very defi- 
nitely and expressly to His followers until ver. 27. —oi rar. abrév] (tov dv- 
fpdérwv, those regarded as Jews) so that they all lavished praise upon the 
false prophets ; comp. Jer. v. 31, xxii. 17 ; Mic. ii. 11. 

Vv. 27, 28. Nevertheless, as far as concerns your conduct, those denunci- 
ations of woe are not to deter you, etc. Hence there is here no contrast 
destitute of point (Késtlin), although the sayings in vy. 27-86 are in Matthew 
more originally conceived and arranged (comp. Weiss in the Jahrb. f. d. 
Theol. 1864, p. 55 f.). — roic axotovow] to you who hear, i.e., who give heed, roi¢ 
reouévore ov, Euthymius Zigabenus. ‘This is required by the contrast. 
Moreover, comp. Matt. v. 44. — «arapdéu.] with a dative.* Elsewhere in the 
New Testament, in accordance with later usage (Wisd. xii. 11; Ecclus. 
iv. 5 f.), with an accusative. [See critical note. ]— érypeafewv] to afflict, is con- 
nected by the classical writers with twvi, also with rivéc. 

Ver. 29. See on Matt. v. 39 f. — ard rot x.7.2.] KoAbew ard tivoe, to keep 
back from*any one.? Erasmus says aptly : ‘‘Subito mutatus numerus facit 
ad inculcandum praeceptum, quod unusquisque sic audire debeat quasi sibi 
uni dicatur,” ‘‘The sudden change of number tends to inculcate the pre- 
cept, because each one ought so to hear as if it were spoken to him alone.” 

Ver. 30. Comp. Matt. v. 42. Hzegetically, the unconditional submission 
here required cannot to any extent be toned down by means of limitations 
mentally supplied (in opposition to Michaelis, Storr, Kuinoel, and others). 
The ethical relations already subsisting in each particular case determine 
what limitations must actually be made. Comp. the remark after Matt. v. 
41. — navri] to everyone. Exclude none, not even yourenemy. But Augus- 
tine says appropriately : ‘‘ Omni petenti te tribue, non omnia petenti ; ut 
id des, quod dare honeste et juste potes,” ‘‘ Bestow upon every one asking 
thee, not everything he asks ; that thou mayst give what thou canst hon- 
estly and justly give.” — azaire:] demand bach what he has taken from thee.* 


1 Hom. Od. xix. 330; Herod. iv. 184; Dem. Xxiii. 6. 

270. 20, 881. 15; Xen. Anabd. vii. 7. 48. 3 Herod. i. 3: amaréey “EAévynv, kat Sixas 
2Xen. Cyrop.i. 3. 11: ard cod Kwddvwv 5 THS apTayns aitéew, 

ili. 8. 51: awd tov aicxpay KwdAdocar; Gen. 


Or 9 


CHAP, VI., 31-35. 337 


Ver. 31. Comp. Matt. vii. 12. To the injunction given and specialized at 
ver. 27 ff. of the love of one’s enemy, Jesus now adds the general moral rule 
(Theophylact : véuov éugurov év raic kapdiac ijudv éyyeypaupévov, ‘the innate law 
written in your hearts”), from which, moreover, results the duty of the love 
of one’s enemy. It is self-evident that while this general principle is com- 
pletely applicable to the love of one’s enemy in itself and in general, it is 
applicable to the special precepts mentioned in vy. 29, 80 only in accord- 
ance with the ddea (of self-denialj, whose concrete representation they con- 
tain: hence ver. 31 is not in this place inappropriate (in opposition to de 
Wette). — kal xafoc¢ «.r.A.] a simple carrying forward of the discourse to the 
general principle : and, in general, as ye, etc. — iva] Contents of the Oéiete 
under the notion of purpose—ye will, that they should, ete.? 

Vv. 32-34. Comp. Matt. v. 46 f. — cai] simply continuing : And, in order 
still more closely to lay to heart this general love —if ye, etc. — roia ipiv 
nape tori; | what thanks have you ? i.e., what kind of a recompense is there 
for you? The divine recompense is meant (ver. 35), which is represented as 
a return of beneficence under the idea of thanks (‘‘ob benevolum dantis 
affectum,” ‘‘on account of the benevolent disposition of the one giving,” 
Grotius) ; Matthew, pc0dc¢. — of duaprwdoi| Matthew, oi reA@var and of é9vixoi. 
But Luke is speaking not from the national, but from the ethical point of 
view : the sinners (not to be interpreted : the heathen, the definite mention 
of whom the Pauline Luke would not have avoided). As my faithful 
followers, ye are to stand on a higher platform of morality than do such 
unconverted ones. —ré ica] (to be accented thus, see on Mark xiv. 56) the 
return equivalent to the loan. Tischendorf has in ver. 34 the forms of davigew 
(Anth. XI. 390). [Comp. critical note. ] 

Ver. 35. Warf] but, verumtamen, as at ver. 24. —pundév areAniCovtec| The 
usual view, ‘‘nihil inde sperantes” (Vulgate [comp. A. YV., ‘‘ hoping for 
nothing again” ]; so also Euthymius Zigabenus, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, 
Calvin, Castalio, Salmasius, Casaubon, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, Krebs, 
Valckenaer, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, and others), is 
in keeping with the context, ver. 34, but is ungrammatical, and therefore 
decidedly to be given up. The meaning of areArifew is desperare ; it belongs to 
later Greek, and frequently occurs in Diodorus and Polybius, which latter, 
moreover (xxxi. 8. 11), has dmedAricpudc, desperatio. Comp. Wetstein. An 
erroneous use of the word, however, is the less to be attributed to Luke, that 
it was also familiar to him from the LXX. (Isa. xxix. 19) and the Apocry- 
pha (2 Macc. ix. 18, where also the accusative stands with it, Keclus. xxii. 
21, xxvii. 21 ; Judith ix. 11). Hence the true meaning is ‘‘ nihil desperantes” 
(codd. of It. ; so also Homberg, Elsner, Wetstein, Bretschneider, Schegg). 
[Comp. R. V. text: ‘‘never despairing.”] It qualifies ayaforoeire x. 
davelfere, and pydév is the accusative of the object : inasmuch as ye consider 
nothing (nothing which ye give up by the dyaforoetvy and daveiferr) as lost 
(comp. areArife rd qv, Diod, xvii. 106), bring no offering hopelessly (name- 


1Comp. Mark vi. 25, ix. 30, x. 85; John xvii. 24; 1 Cor. xiy. 5. See also Nagelsbach, 
Anm., 2. Ilias, ed. 8, p. 62 f. 
22 
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ly, with respect to the recompense, which ye have not to expect from men),— 
and how will this hope be fulfilled! Your reward will be great, etc. Thus 
in pndév axeArivovtec is involved the rap’ éarida ér’ éArids miotevery (Rom. iv. 18) 
in reference to a higher reward, where the temporal recompense is not to be 
hoped for, the ‘‘ qui nil potest sperare, desperet nihil,” ‘‘ who can hope for 
nothing will despair of nothing” (Seneca, Med. 163), in reference to the 
everlasting recompense, — kai éceche viol t).| namely, in the Messiah's king- 
dom. See xx. 36, and on Matt. v. 9, 45. In general, the designation of be- 
lievers as sons of God in the temporal life is Pauline (in John : réxva cov), 
but not often found in the synoptic Gospels. See Kaeuffer in the Sédchs. 
Stud. 1843, p. 197 ff. — dre avroc x.7.2.] Since He, on His part, etc. The reason 
here given rests on the ethical presupposition that the divine Sonship in the 
Messiah’s kingdom is destined for those whose dealings with their fellow- 
men are similar to the dealings of the Father. 

Vv. 36-38. From this exemplar of the divine benignity in general Jesus 
now passesover (without ov, see the critical remarks) to the special duty of 
becoming compassionate (yiveche) after God’s example (éor/), and connects 
therewith (ver. 87 f.) other duties of love with the corresponding Messianic 
promises. On ver. 37 f. comp. Matt. vii. 1 f. —aroAtere] set free, xxii. 68, 
xxiii. 16. The opposite of what is previously forbidden. — pérpov xarov x.t.A. | 
a more explicit explanation of dofjoera:, and a figurative description of the 
fulness of the Messianic blessedness, ot yap dedopuévwc dvtipetpel 6 Kbpioc, aAAG 
tAovotoc, ‘for the Lord measures again, not sparingly, but richly,” Theo- 
phylact. — xardv] a good, i.e., not scanty or insufficient, but a full measure ; 
among the Rabbins, 1210 13, see Schoettgen, I. p. 273. Observe the ed?- 
maz of the predicates, in respect of all of which, moreover, it is a measure 
of dry things that is conceived of even in the case of irepexy., In connection 
wherewith Bengel incongruously conceives of fluidity. [On the form of 
the clause, see critical note.] Instead of trepexyivw, Greek writers (Diodo- 
rus, Aclian, etc.) have only the form trepexyéo. Instead of cadetw, of close 
packing by means of shaking, Greek writers use caAdcow.'— Sdcovorr | rivec; ob 


evepyeTnbévtec TaVTMC. TOU O<od yap axod.ddvTo¢ Orép AUTOY avTol DoKovaty arodWédvat, 
“Who ? certainly those who were benefited ; for when God recompenses 
on their behalf they themselves seem to recompense,” Euthymius Zigabe- 
nus. But the context offers no definite subject at all. Hence in general : 
the persons who give (Kithner, II. p. 35 f.). It is not doubtful who they are: 
the servants who execute the judgment, i.¢., the angels, Matt. xxiv. 81. 
Comp. on xvi.9.— xéAroc] the gathered fold of the wide upper garment bound 
together by the girdle.? — 76 ydp airé pétp~|] The identity of the measure ; 
e.g. if your measure is giving, beneficence, the same measure shall be applied in 
your recompense. [But see critical note.] The dof. iuiv does not exclude 
the larger quantity of the contents at the judgment (see what precedes). 
Theophylact appropriately says : gore yap didvat TH adTO WETPY, Ob LY TOCObTe, 
“For it is to give with the same measure, not, indeed, with so much.” 


1 See Lobeck, Pathol. p. 87; Jacobs, ad 2 Jer. xxxii. 18; Isa. Ixv. 6; Ruth iii, 15; 
Anthol, Vil. p. 95, XI. p. 70. Wetstein and Kypke in loc. 


CHAP. VI., 39-49. 339 


Ver. 39 has no connection with what precedes ; but, as Luke himself indi- 
cates by eize «.7.4., beginsa new, independent portion of the discourse. — 
The meaning of the parable : He to whom on his part the knowledge of 
the divine truth is wanting cannot lead others who have it not to the Messi- 
anic salvation ; they will both fall into the Gehenna of moral error and con- 
fusion on the way. Comp. Matt. xv. 14; where is the orivinal place of the 
saying. ' 

Ver. 40. The rationale of the preceding statement : Both shall fall into a 
ditch,—therefore not merely the teacher, but the disciple also. Otherwise 
the disciple must swrpass his teacher—a result which, even in the most for- 
tunate circumstances, is not usually attained. This is thus expressed : A 
disciple is not above his teacher, but every one that is fully prepared shall be as 
his teacher, i.e., when he has received the complete preparation in the school 
of his teacher he will be equal to his teacher. He will not surpass him. 
But the disciple must surpass his teacher (in knowledge, wisdom, disposi- 
tion, etc.) if he were not to fall into perdition along with him. The view : 
he will be trained as his teacher (Kuinoel, de Wette, Bleek, and others), 7.¢., 
he will be like him in knowledge, disposition, etc., satisfies neither the 
idea of the specially chosen word «xarypr., nor its emphatic position, nor the 
correlation of imép and dc. As to xatyptiou., see on 1 Cor. i. 10. The say- 
ing in Matt. x. 24 f. has a different significance and reference, and cannot 
be used to limit the meaning here (in opposition to Linder’s misinterpreta- 
tion in the Stud. uw. Krit. 1862, p. 562). 

Vv. 41, 42. Luke is not, with confused reminiscence, turning back to 
Matt. vil. 3 f. (in opposition to de Wette), but the train of thought is: 
‘but in order not to be blind leaders of the blind ye must, before ye would 
judge (ver. 41) and improve (ver. 42) the moral condition of others, first 
seriously set about your own knowledge of yourself (ver. 41) and improve- 
ment of yourself (ver. 42).” Luke puts the two passages together, but he 
does it logically. 

Vv. 48, 44. Comp. Matt. ‘vii. 16-18, xii. 833 f. For1!a man’s own moral 
disposition is related to his agency upon others, just as is the nature of the 
trees to their fruits (there is no good tree which produces corrupt fruit, etc.), 
for (ver. 44) in the case of every tree the peculiar fruit is that from which 
the tree is known. — ovdé radu dévdpor] (see the critical remarks) nor, an the 
other hand, vice versa, etc.? 

Ver. 45. The application. Comp. Matt.. xii. 35. — mpodéper «.7.2. refers 
here also to spoken words. See é« yap k.7.A. 

Ver. 46. The verification, however, of the spoken word which actually 
goes forth out of the good treasure of the heart lies not in an abstract con- 
fessing of Me, but in joining therewith the doing of that which I say. 

Vv. 47-49. See on Matt. vil. 24-27. — écxae «. &Bd0vve] not a Hebraism 
for : he dug deep (Grotius and many others), but a rhetorically emphatic de- 


1 Bengel aptly says on this yép: “ Qui sua own beam seeks another’s mote, is like an 
trabe laborans alienam festucam petit, est evil tree pretending to good fruit.” 
similis arbori malae bonum fructum affec- 2 Comp. Xen. Cyrop. ii. 1.4; Plat. Gorg. 
tanti,” “‘He who when afflicted with his p. 482 D, and elsewhere, 
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scription of the proceeding : he dug and deepened. See Winer, p. 416 [E. T. 
469]. Even Beza aptly says: ‘‘Crescit oratio.”— én r. rétpav] down to 
which he had deepened (sunk his shaft). This is still done in Palestine in 
the case of solid buildings. See Robinson, Palestine, II. p. 428. — dia 70 
Karo oixodoueicba avtAv| (see the critical remarks) because it (in respect of 
its foundation) was well built (namely, with foundation laid upon the rock). 
—akobcac . . . romoac] shall have heard... shall have done, namely, in 
view of the irruption of the last times, full of tribulation, before the 
Parousia. — kai éyévero x.7.2.] in close connection with érece, and both with 
evdéwc : and the ruin of that house was great ; a figure of the adréAea In con- 
trast with the everlasting fw, ver. 48, at the Messianic judgment. 


Norges By AMERICAN EprtTor. 


LVII. Ver. 1. devreporpdtw. 


The word is omitted by such important authorities, and its meaning is so 
uncertain, that it must be regarded as furnishing no solid basis for any theory 
respecting the time of year. Harmonists have used it to fix the relative date of 
the second Passover (so Robinson and others), but all that can be proven is that 
the time was that of early harvest. This does indeed favor the Quadripaschal 
theory, since it is unlikely that this harvest was that following the first Pass- 
over (John ii. 13 ff.). But whether John y. should be placed immediately 
before this Sabbath controversy or before the entire Galilean ministry, cannot 
be determined from this passage. 


LVI. Vv. 1-11. The Tewt of Luke's Narrative. 


In these verses Meyer himself accepts nine readings not found in the Rec., 
where the transcribers have made Luke’s narrative conform to the parallel ac- 
counts. Many editors accept more, These phenomena, showing as they do 
what is the influence of a similar document, seem to make against the theory 
that Luke himself used either of the Gospels which have thus influenced the 
transcribers, There was no motive, that we can perceive, for a purposed varia- 
tion in such minute details, many of them of no special significance, 


LIX. Ver. 6. 7) de&d. 


Luke alone mentions that it was the right hand ; another striking proof of an 
independent source of information. 


LX. Ver. 12 ff. The Position of the Sermon on the Mount. 


Weiss ed. Mey. finds here no contradiction to Matt. v. 1 ff. It is not neces- 
sary to suppose that Matthew has attempted to place the Sermon on the Mount 
in its proper chronological] position, nor that Luke followed a different tradi- 
tion. Matthew implies that the disciples had been chosen, Mark and Luke 
give in detail the circumstances attending the choice, Luke gives the discourse 
which followed. That Matthew and Luke do not give two distinct discourses, 


NOTES. 341 


Meyer himself asserts (see foot-note, p. 332). Onthe alleged difference of local- 
ity see Note LXII., below. It should be noticed that Mark places the descrip- 
tion of the multitude before the choice of the Twelve, while Luke reverses the 
order. This would indicate that he did not follow Mark, as do many minor 
details of his account, especially the form of this list of the apostles. No the- 
ory of the order of events is so satisfactory as that which accepts both the 
identity of the discourses and the relative chronological position assigned to 
the event by Luke, namely, immediately after the choice of the Twelve. 

The view of Weiss ed. Mey. is that Luke found here a suitable position for 
the first great discourse which he found in his other source, namely, the apos- 
tolic document which lies at the basis of all the Synoptists. He thinks that 
the discourse had no connection with the choice of the apostles and is dis- 
connected from it by vv. 17-19. Yet this fails to account for the exact details 
of yer, 17 ff., unless we admit that Luke invented the local setting for the 
discourse, 

LXI. Ver. 16. Lotdac "Taka Sov. 


The R. V. text renders: ‘‘Judas, the son of James.” Weiss ed. Mey. also 
identifies him with Lebbaeus (Thaddaeus), adding that, since his proper name 
was Judas, Luke, who places him together with the like-named traitor, distin- 
guishes him from the latter by adding the name of his father. The variations 
from Mark are quite numerous, and of such a character as to oppose the view 
that Luke here follows Mark. But for that very reason we may believe that the 
Evangelist has placed the Sermon on the Mount in its proper position ; all the 
more since Matthew’s list is given a position altogether disconnected from the 
choice of the Twelve. 


LXII, Ver. 17. én? rérov redwoit. 


Weiss ed. Mey. finds here no opposition to Matt. v. 1, ‘‘since the expression 
cannot possibly indicate a plain, in opposition to a mountain height, but only a 
level place on the mountains,”’ So R. V., ‘‘a level place.” Nor is there any 
discrepancy implied in the expression ‘“‘stood,’’ since this does not refer to 
our Lord’s position during the delivery of the discourse. 


LXII. Ver. 20 ff. of rrwyor, k.7.A. 


Meyer’s comment on Luke’s form of the beatitudes seems to imply that the 
later Christian tradition modified the earlier records of the Sermon on the 
Mount to suit the persecuted condition of the early believers. But in his con- 
cluding remarks on this paragraph he virtually concedes that the ethical con- 
dition is the prominent one, and the external afflictions only incidental. This 
is substantially the view taken by those who accept the truthfulness of both 
records and reconcile them accordingly. It may be added that the form of 
the entire discourse and the many verbal variations from Matthew indicate 
that Luke did not use the Gospel of Matthew, and that the common source 
of both discourses is not either the Logia-collection or the so-called ‘older 
source.’’ In general it may be said: a common source (or dependence) 
would forbid so many verbal variations ; a ‘‘later tradition,” modifying in lit- 
erary or dogmatic interest, would have led to more decided variations of 
thought. Godet thinks the points of difference here between Matthew and 
Luke prove that Luke’s report is more exact, and that Matthew’s version 
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was originally made with a didactic rather than a historical design (Luke, p. 201, 
Am. ed.). That the discourses in Matthew are often placed out of their chrono- 
logical position, is the view of all Harmonists. 

We append the following outline of the discourse as here reported: ‘*1. The 
character of the citizens of the kingdom of God; vv. 20-26. 2. The new prin- 
ciple (of love) in this kingdom ; vv. 27-38. 3. Application of this principle to 
judgment of others and instruction of others ; vy. 39-45. 4. Conclusion, set- 
ting forth in a parable the judgment which will be passed upon all who claim 
to be members of this kingdom ; vy. 46-49.” (Inter. Rev. Commentary, Luke, 
p. 93.) A comparison with Matt. v.—vii. will show that the report of Matthew 
submits less readily to logical analysis. This seems to confirm the view that 
Luke is both independent of Matthew and exact in his historical setting of 
the discourse. Others may prefer to find in it another proof of his ‘‘edi- 
torial ability,’’ in judiciously combining the ‘later tradition’’ with the 
‘‘ original apostolic document” referred to by Papias. 


LXIV. Ver. 24 £. The Woes. 


Weiss ed. Mey. thinks this part of the discourse was added by Luke, since 
the classes addressed were not present when the Sermon on the Mount was 
delivered. But with equal reason it may be argued that these verses, pointing 
to mixed audience, indicate that Luke has given the discourse in its proper 
position and circumstances. 


CHAP. VII. 343 


CHAPTER VII. 


Ver, 1. érei dé] Lachm. and Tisch. have éred4, following A B C* X, 254, 299. 
This evidence is decisive, especially as D (comp. codd. of It.) is not opposed, 
for it has xai éyévero bre. K has éreidy 0é, whence is explained the rise of the 
Recepta. — Ver. 4. rapéy] So also Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta is rapéteu, 
in opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 10. dofevoivra] is not found, indeed, 
inBL &, min. Copt. codd. of It. (deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) [recent edi- 
tors, R. V.] ; but it is to be maintained, as the evidence in its favor is prepon- 
derating ; the omission is very easily to be explained from the possibility of 
dispensing with the word, but there was no reason to suggest its addition. — 
Ver. 11. Instead of év 76 é7c, which Griesb. has approved, and Lachm. has in 
the margin, the edd. have év 7 é&jc. The evidence for the two readings is 
about equally balanced. We must come to a conclusion according to the usage 
of Luke, who expresses ‘‘on the following day’’ by rq é&7c, always without év 
(Acts xxi. 1, xxv. 17, xxvii. 18 ; moreover, in Luke ix. 37, where év is to be de- 
leted) ; we must therefore read in this place év 7 éf7c. Comp. vili. 1. [Treg. 
text, W. and Hort text, Weiss, R. V. text, have 7 following A BL and other 
uncials, Vulg., etc. Tisch. retains 77.] Otherwise Schulz. — ixavo/] is wanting 
‘inBDFL &, min. and most of the vss. Bracketed by Lachm. [Rejected by 
Treg. text, W. and Hort, R. V.] It is to be retained (even against Rinck, 
Lucubr. Crit. p. 321), the more so on account of the frequency of the simple oi 
pabyrai avrov, and the facility, therefore, wherewith IK ANOI might be passed over 
by occasion of the following letters KAIO. — Ver. 12. After ixavéc Elz, Scholz., 
Tisch. have7v, which is condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm.; it is want- 
ing in authorities so important that it appears as supplementary, as also does 
the 7», which Lachm. Tisch. read before yfpa, although this latter has still 
stronger attestation. [But 7 is found twice in 8 BL, Copt., etc., once in C, 
Vulg. Hence it is accepted in both cases by recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 16. 
éyyyepta| A BOL & &, min. have 7yéo07, in favor of which, moreover, D bears 
witness by é&7yép07. On this evidence itis, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be 
preferred. —[Ver. 19. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with B L, and good minor 
authorities, read «pov instead of ’Ijcotv.] — Ver. 21. Instead of avr# dé, Tisch. 
has éxeivy on evidence too feeble, and without sufficient internal reason. [But 
recent editors agree with Tisch., following 8 BL, Copt., etc.] — Elz. Scholz 
have 70 Biérewv, This 7é might, in consequence of the preceding ¢yapicaTO, 
have just as easily dropt out as slipped in. But on the ground of the decidedly: 
preponderating counter evidence, it is by Lachm. and Tisch. rightly deleted. — 
Ver. 22. [6 Ijooitc is rejected by Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with & B D, Vulg., 
Copt.] — 67] is wanting, it is true, in important authorities (although they are 
not preponderating), and is deleted by Lachm.; but the omission is explained 
from Matt. xi, 5. — Vv. 24-26. Instead of é&eAnAtOare, A BDL & ®& (yet in ver. 
26 not A also) have é#Aare; so Lachm. It is from Matt. xi. 7-9. — Ver. 27. 
éyé] is wantingin BDL & 8, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. codd. of It. Marcion, and 
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is left out by Lachm. and Tisch. Anaddition from Matth. — Ver. 28. rpodfArnc] 
is deleted, indeed, by Lachm. [so W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] (in accordance 
with BK L MX & 8&, min. vss. and Fathers), but was omitted in accordance 
with Matt. xi. 11, from which place, on the other hand, was added rod Barriorow 
(rightly deleted by Tisch.). — Ver. 31. Before tiv: Elz. has eime dé 6 xtpioc, in op- 
position to decisive evidence. [It is found only in cursive mss.] An exeget- 
ical addition, in respect of which the preceding passage was taken as his- 
torical_narration. — Ver. 32. Instead of xai Aéyovow, Tisch. has, on too feeble 
evidence, Aéyovrec. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., read a@ 2éyer, following &* B, 1.] 
— Ver. 34. The arrangement @ido¢ TeAwv. is decisively attested. The reverse 
order (Elz.) is from Matth. — Ver. 35. rdvrwy] Lachm. and Tisch, Syneps- [not 
Tisch. VIII.] have this immediately after azé [so Treg., W. and Hort text], 
but in opposition to preponderating evidence. It was omitted in accordance 
with Matt. xi. 19 (so still in D F L M X, min. Arm. Syr.), and then restored to 
the position suggested by the most ordinary use. — Ver. 36. The readings tov 
oixov and KxarexAii7 (Lachm. Tisch.) are, on important evidence, to be adopted ; 
avakh, was more familiar to the transcribers ; Luke alone has xataxA. — Ver. 37. 
qric Hv] is found in’ different positions. BL = ¥, vss. Lachm. Tisch. rightly 
have it after yor. In D it is wanting, and from this omission, which is to be 
explained from the possibility of dispensing with the words, arose their restora- 
tion before aap, to which they appeared to belong. [Tisch., recent editors, 
R. Y., insert kai before éxvy., following 8 A B, and many others. ] -— Instead of 
avaxerta is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., caraxerra. Comp. on ver. 36. 
—[Ver. 39. The article is inserted before zpogy77¢ in B =, so Weiss, bracketed 
by W. and Hort, noticed in R. V. marg.] — Ver. 42. dé, hoth here and at ver. 43, 
has authorities so important against itthat it appears to have been inserted as 
a connective particle ; it is deleted by Tisch. —cizé is wanting in BDL & 8, 
min, Syr. Arr. Perss. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. Aug. Suspected by Griesb., de- 
leted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V., on this preponderant eyi- 
dence]. But why should it have been added? The entire superfluousness of 
it was the evident cause of its omission. — Ver. 44. After Op:Ei Elz. has ric 
Kepadge, in opposition to decisive evidence. An addition from ver. 38. 


Vv. 1-10. See on Matt. viii. 5-13. In the present form of Mark’s Gospel 
the section must have been lost at the same time with the Sermon on the 
Mount, iii. 19 (Ewald, Holtzmann) ; both are supposed to have existed in 
the primitive Mark. [See Note LXY., p. 852 seq.] Comp. on Mark iii. 19.— 
éxAhpwse| cum absolvisset, ‘when he had completed,” so that nothing more of 
them was wanting, and was left behind.’ Comp. cuveréAece, Matt. vii. 28. 
——axoa¢| as Mark vii. 35. — The healing of the leper, which Matthew intro- 
duces before the healing of the servant, Luke has inserted already at v. 12 ff. 
— Ver. 3. mpeaBurépovc] as usually : elders of the people, who also on their 
part were sufficiently interested in respect of the circumstance mentioned at 
ver. 5. Hence not: chiefs of the synagogue ; apyiovvayoyouc, Acts xiii. 15, 
xvill. 8, 17. — déue éorw, 6] equivalent to die éorey, iva ait. See Kiihner, 
§ 802. 4; Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 198 [E. T. 229]. — éAddv] Subsequently, 
in ver. 6, he changed his mind ; his confidence rose to a higher pitch, so that 


1 Comp. 1 Mace. iy. 19 (cod. A); Eusebius, ZZ. 27. iv. 15: mAnpucavros thy mpocevxiv. 
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he is convinced that he needs not to suggest to Him the coming at all. [See 
Note LXV., p. 352 seq.] — Ver. 4. rapé&y] The Recepta rapéger, as the second 
person, is not found anywhere ; for éyer and BobAec (Winer, p. 70 [E. T. 76]) 
are forms sanctioned by usage, to which also is to be added oie: ; but other 
verbs are found only in Aristophanes and the tragic writers (Matthaei, 
p. 462; Reisig, ad Soph. Oed. OC. p. xxii. f.). If xapéEec were genuine, it 
would be the third person of the future active (min.: rapéferc), and the 
words would contain the utterance of the petitioners among themselves. — 
Vv. 5, 6. avrdc] ipse, namely, of his own means.’ The Gentile builder did 
not prejudice the sanctity of the building, because that came by means of 
the consecration. See Lightfoot, p. 775. — didove] as xv. 6 ; Acts x. 24, hins- 
Jolk, relatives ; see Naigelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 8, p. 874. — Ver. 7. 66] 
on account of my unworthiness. — oidé] not at all. — éuavréy] in reference to 
those who had been sent, who were to represent him, ver. 8. — xaic] equivalent to 
dovAoc, ver. 2. That Luke erroneously interpreted the raic of his original source, 
and nevertheless by oversight allowed it to remain in this place (Holtzmann) 
is an unmerited accusation, in accordance with Baur. [See Note LXY., 
p. 852 seq.]— Ver. 8. id é£ove. racodu.] an expression of military subordi- 
nation : one who is placed under orders. Luke might also have written reray- 
uévoc, but the present depicts in a more lively manner the concrete relation 
as it constantly occurs in the service. — Ver. 10. tov aobevoivra 0. tyaiv.| the 
sick slave well (not : recovering). aobevodvta, present participle, spoken from 
the point of view of the reupbévrec, ver. 6.” [But see critical note.] As an ex- 
planation of this miraculous healing from a distance, Schenkel can here 
suggest only the ‘‘ extraordinary spiritual excitement” of the sick person. 
Vv. 11, 12. The raising of'the young man at Nain (7S), @ pasture ground 
situated in a south-easterly direction from Nazareth, now a little hamlet of 
the same name not far from Endor ; see Robinson, Pal. III. p. 469 ; Ritter, 
Hrdk. XV. p. 407) is recorded in Luke alone ; it is uncertain whether he 
derived the narrative from a written source or from oral tradition. — év ré 
é&7c| in the time that followed thereafter, to be construed with éyév. Comp. 
vill. 1. —a6yrai] in the wider sense, vi. 18, xvii. 20. — ixavot] in considerable 
number.* [But see critical note.]— dec dé yyyice . . . Kat dob] This xaé intro- 
ducing the apodosis is a particle denoting something additional : also. 
Comp. ii. 21. When He drew near, behold, there also was, etc. See, more- 
over, Acts i. 11, x. 17. —ri pyrpi aitov] Comp. ix. 38.4— The tombs (é£exo- 
pifero, comp. Acts v. 6) were outside the towns. See Doughty, Anal. II. 
p. 50 ff. —xai airy yhpa)} scil. #v, which, moreover, is actually read after etry 
by important authorities. [See critical note.] It should be written in its 


1 He was sucha friend of Judaism, and avpwros, Plat. Gorg. 
dwelt in the Jewish land. This was a suffi- 3 Mehlhorn, De adjectivor. pro adverb. pos. 
cient reason for Jesus treating him quite ratione et usu, Glog. 1828, p. 9 ff.; Kihner, 
differently from the way in which He after” aad Xen. Anabd. i. 4. 12. 
wards treated the Syrophoenician woman. 4 Herod. vii. 221: tov S¢ matda . . . edyTa ot 
Hilgenfeld persists in tracing Matt. vill. 5 ff. povvoyevéa ; Aeschyl. Ag. 872 : wovoyevés Téxvov 
to the supposed universalistic retouching smazp¢; Tob. iii. 15; Judg. xi. 54; Winer, 
of Matthew. See his Zeitschr. 1865, p. 48 ff. p. 189 [H. T. 211]. 
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simplest form, airy (Vulg. and most of the codd. of It. have: haec). Beza: 
k. aut apa (et ipsi quidem viduae). [See Note LXVI., p. 358. ] 

Vv. 138-15. The sympathy with the mother was in itself sufficiently well 
founded, even without the need of any special (perhaps direct) acquaintance 
with her circumstances. — p7 kAaie] ‘‘ Consolatio ante opus ostendit operis 
certo futuri potestatem,” ‘‘ The consolation before the deed shows the power 
of certainly working the future deed,” Bengel. — The coffin (7 copéc) was an 
uncovered chest.1— The mere touch without a word caused the bearers to 
stand still. A trait of the marvellous. —veavicke, cot 2.] The preceding 
touch had influenced the bearers. —avexdOicev] He sat upright.” — tduxer] 
Comp. ix. 42. His work had now been done on him. 


Vv. 16, 17. 680c] Fear, the first natural impression, v. 26.—ém .. . kal 
érz] not recitative (so usually), but argumentative (Bornemann), asi. 25 : (we 
praise God) because ... and because. [See Note LXVIL., p. 353.] The reez- 


tative 6re occurs nowhere (not even in iv. 10), twice in the same discourse ; 
moreover, it is quite arbitrary to assume that in the second half, which is by 
no means specifically different from the first, we have the words of others 
(Paulus, Kuimoel, Bleek). — They saw in this miracle a cyyeiov of a great 
prophet, and in His appearance they saw the beginning of the Messianic de- 
liverance (comp. i. 68, 78). —6 Aédyoc oitoc] This saying, namely, that a great 
prophet with his claim made good by araising from the dead, etc. — év dAy 
t. Iovd.] a pregnant expression : in the whole of Judaea, whither the saying 
had penetrated.? Judaea is not here to be understood in the narrower sense 
of the province, as though this were specified as the theatre of the incident 
(Weizsiicker), but in the wider sense of Palestine in general (i. 5); and by év 
radon Th TEpLxopy, Which is not to be referred to the neighborhood of Nain 
(Késtlin, p. 231), it is asserted that the rumor had spread abroad even 
beyond the limits of Palestine. — rep? airov] so that He was mentioned as 
the subject of the rumor. Comp. v. 15. 

Remark. — The natural explanation of this miracle as of the awakening of 
a person only apparently dead (Paulus, Ammon; comp. Schleiermacher, L. J. 
p. 233) so directly condlicts with the Gospel narrative, and, moreover, places Jesus 
in so injurious a light of dissimulation and pretence, that it is decisively to be 
rejected, even apart from the fact that in itself it would be improbable, nay 
monstrous, to suppose that as often as dead people required His help, He 
should have chanced every time upon people only apparently dead (to which 
class in the end even He Himself also must have belonged after His crucifix- 
ion !). Further, the allegorical explanation (Weisse), as well as also the identi- 
fication of this miracle with the narrative of the daughter of Jairus (Gfrérer, Heil. 
Sage, I. p. 194), and finally, the mythical solution (Strauss), depend upon subjec- 
tive assumptions, which are not sufficient to set aside the objective historical 
testimony, all the more that this testimony is conjoined, in respect of the na- 
ture of the miracle, with that of Matthew (Jairus’ daughter) and that of John 


1See Wetstein in loc. ; Harmar, Beod. I. and thereon Stallbaum. 

p. 141. 3 Comp. Thucyd. iv. 42: év AevxaSia amye- 
2 Comp. Acts ix. 40; Xen. Cyr. v. 19; Plat. cay, 

Phaed. p. 60 B: avaxadigsjmevos emt thy KAivnv, 


CHAP. VII., 18-35. d+? 


(Lazarus) ; and to suspect the three narratives of raisings from the dead taken 
together because of the gradual climax of their attendant circumstances (Wool- 
ston, Strauss ; death-bed, coffin, grave) is inadmissible, because Luke has not 
the history of the raising on the death-bed until later (viii. 50 ff.), and therefore 
was not consciously aware of that progression to a climax. The raisings of the 
dead, attested beyond all doubt by all the four evangelists, referred to by Je- 
sus Himself among the proofs of His divine vocation (Matt. xi. 5; Luke vii. 
22), kept in lively remembrance in the most ancient church (Justin, Ap. i. 48. 
22; Origen, c. Cels. ii. 48), and hence not to be let on one side as problematical 
(Schleiermacher, Weizsiicker), are analogous onueia of the specific Messianic 
work of the future avdoraoig vexpdv. 


Vv. 18-85. See on Matt. xi. 2-19. Matthew has for reasons of his own 
given this history a different and less accurate position, but he has related it 
more fully, not omitting just at the beginning, as Luke does, the mention 
of the Baptist’s wmprisonment. Luke follows another source. [See Note 
LXVIIL., p. 353. ] — rep? ravtwv tobrwv] such as the healing of the servant 
and the raising of the young man.*— Ver. 21. Luke also, the physician, here 
and elsewhere (comp. vi. 17 f., v. 40 f.) distinguishes between the naturally 
sick people and demoniacs. Besides, the whole narrative passage, vv. 20, 
21, isan addition by Luke in his character of historian. — xa? rvgA.| and es- 
pecially, etc. — éyapicaro] ‘‘magnificum verbum,” Bengel. — Ver. 25. zpu¢df] 
not to be referred to clothing, but to be taken generally, Jwawry. — Ver. 27. 
Mal. iii. 1 is here, as in Matt. and in Mark i. 2, quoted in a similarly pecu- 
liar form, which differs from the LXX. The citation in this form had 
already become sanctioned by usage. — Ver. 28. xpod#rnc] The reflectiveness 
of a later period is manifest in the insertion of this word. Matthew is orig- 
inal. — Vv. 29, 30 do not contain an historical notice introduced by Luke by 
way of comment (Paulus, Bornemann, Schleiermacher, Lachmann, Késtlin, 
Hilgenfeld, Bleek, following older commentators), for his manner elsewhere 
is opposed to this view, and the spuriousness of eie dé 6 xbpsoc, ver. 81 (in 
Elz.), is decisive ; but the words are spoken by Jesus, who alleges the differ- 
ing result which the advent of this greatest of the prophets had produced 
among the people and among the hierarchs. In respect of this, it is to be 
conceded that the words in their relation to the power, freshness, and rhe- 
torical vividness of what has gone before bear a more historical stamp, and 
hence might reasonably be regarded as a later interpolation of tradition 
(Weisse, II. p. 109, makes them an echo of Matt. xxi. 31 f. ; comp. de Wette, 
Holtzmann, and Weiss) ; Ewald derives them from the Logia, where, however, 
their original place was, according to him, after ver. 27. [See Note LXIX., 
p- 353 seq.]— édcxalocav +. Ocdv} they justified God, z.e., they declared by 
their act that His will to adopt the baptism of John was right. — Barriod. is 
contemporaneous. — tiv BovAqy tod Ocov] namely, to become prepared by the 
baptism of repentance for the approaching kingdom of Messiah, This coun- 


1 Luke also thus makes the sending of (épya). This opposition to Wieseler (in the 
John’s disciples to be occasioned by the Gott. Vierteljahrsschr. 1845, p. 197 ff.). 
works, the doings of Jesus, as Matthew 
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sel of God’s will (Gova%, comp. on Eph. i. 11) they annulled (jOér.), they 
abolished, since they frustrated its realization through their disobedience. 
Bezasays pertinently : ‘* Abrogarunt, nempe quod ad ipsiusrei exitumattinet, 
quo evasit ipsis exitii instrumentum id, quod eos ad resipiscentiam et salutem 
vocabat,” ‘‘ They abrogate, namely, it pertains to the termination of the thing 
itself, since that which was inviting them to recovery and salvation became 
an instrument of destruction to themselves.” — sic éavtoice| with respect to them- 
selves, a closer limitation of the reference of 70érnoav.' Bornemann (comp. 
Castalio) : ‘quantum ab ipsis pendebat” (‘‘alios enim passi sunt,” etc.), 
‘Cas far as it depended upon themselves” (‘‘ for they permitted others,” etc.). 
This would be 7d ele éavtobe (Soph. Oed. R. 706; Eur. Iph. JT. 697, and 
elsewhere). — Ver. 31. rodc avOp. r. yev. t.] is related not remotely to ver. 29 
(Holtzmann), but Jesus means to have the general designation applied (see 
also ver. 34) to the hierarchs, ver. 30, not to mac 6 Aaéc. Comp. Matt. xii. 
39, xvi. 4. — eioly du. eiciv has the emphasis. — Ver. 33. As to the form écfwv 
[so Treg., W. and Hort], as we must write with Tischendorf [Tisch. VII. 
has écfiov], comp. on Mark i. 6. The limitations dprov and olvov, which are 
not found in Matthew, betray themselves to be additions of a later tradition, 
the former being an echo of Matt. i. 4 ; Mark i. 6. — Ver. 35. See on Matt. 
xi. 19, and observe the appropriate reference of the expression édcxacdOy k.T.A. 
to édixacécav T. Osdv, ver. 29. Even Theophylact, who is mistaken in his inter- 
pretation of Matt. 7.c., expresses in this place the substantially correct view 
that the divine wisdom which revealed itself in Jesus and the Baptist re- 
ceived its practical justification in the conduct of their followers.? Borne- 
mann considers these words as a continuation of the antagonistic saying idob 
. duaprordv, and, indeed, as bitterly ironical: ‘‘Et (dicitis) : probari, 
spectari solet sapientia, quae Johannis et Christi propria est, in filiis ejus 
omnibus, 7@.¢., in fructibus ejus omnibus,” ‘‘ And (ye say): the wisdom, 
which is peculiar to John and Christ, is wont to be approved, to be tested, 
in all its sons, ¢.e., in all its fruits.” It is against this view that, apart from 
the taking of the aorist in the sense of habitual action (see on Matt. ize); 
téxva tHE codiag can denote only persons ; that, according to the parallelism 
with ver. 33, the antagonistic judgment does not go further than djaproAdy 3 
and that Jesus would scarcely break off His discourse with the quotation of 
an antagonistic sarcasm instead of delivering with His own judgment a final 
decision in reference to the contradictory phenomena in question. —- ravtov] 
added at the end for emphasis [see critical note], not by mistake (Holtz- 
mann, Weiss), serves to confirm what is consolatory in the experience de- 
clared by éd1xac607 K.7.2. 
Ver. 35. This narrative of the anointing is distinct from that given in 
Matt. xxvi. 6 ff. ; Mark xiv. 3 ff. ; John xii. 1 ff. See on Matt. xxvi. 6. 
The supposition that there was only one incident of the kind, can be in- 


1 Bengel justly observes: ‘‘nam ipsum Evang. Matih. (Schulprogramm), Ulm 1865, 
Dei consilium non potuere tollere,”’ ‘* For p. 3f., who nevertheless takes a6 in the 
the counsel of God itself they could not sense of in (Matt. vii. 16 and elsewhere), 
annul.” without essential difference of meaning. 


2 Comp. Pressel, Philolog. Miscellen ib. d. 
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dulged only at Lwke’s expense. He must either himself have put aside the 
actual circumstances, and have added new circumstances (Hug, Gutuacht. IT. 
p. 98), which is in itself quite improbable, or he must have followed a tra- 
dition which had transferred the later incident into an earlier period ; comp. 
Ewald, Bleek, Holtzmann, Schenkel, Weizsiicker ; Schleiermacher also, ac- 
cording to whom Luke must have adopted a distorted narrative ; and Hil- 
genfeld, according to whom he must have remodelled the older narrative on 
a Pauline basis. But the accounts of Mark and Matthew presuppose a tra- 
dition so constant as to time and place, that the supposed erroneous (John 
xii. 1 ff.) dislocation of the tradition, conjoined with free remodelling, as 
well as its preference on the part of Luke, can commend itself only less than 
the hypothesis that he is relating an anointing which actually occurred ear- 
lier, and, on the other hand, has passed over the similar subsequent inci- 
dent ; hence it is the less to be conceived that Simon could have been the 
husband of Martha (Hengstenberg). Notwithstanding the fact that the rest 
of the evangelists relate an anointing, Baur has taken our narrative as an 
allegorical poem (see his Hvang. p. 501), which, according to him, has its 
parallel in the section concerning the woman taken in adultery. Strauss 
sought to confuse together the two narratives of anointing and the account 
_of the woman taken in adultery. According to Eichthal, II. p. 252, the 
narrative is an interpolation, and that the most pernicious of all from a 
moral point of view ! 

Vv. 37, 38. "Hric qv év tr. wéder duapt.| According to this arrangement (see the 
critical remarks) : who in the city was a sinner: she was in the city a person 
practising prostitution.‘ The woman through the influence of Jesus (it is 
unknown how ; perhaps only by hearing His preaching and by observation 
of His entire ministry) had attained to repentance and faith, and thereby to 
moral renewal. Nowthe most fervent love and reverence of gratitude to her 
deliverer urge her to show Him outward tokens of these sentiments. She 
does not speak, but her tears, etc., are more eloquent than speech, and they 
are understood by Jesus. The imperfect 7 does not stand for the pluper- 
fect (Kuinoel and others), but Luke narrates from the standpoint of the 
public opinion, according to which the woman still was (ver. 39) what she, 
and that probably not long before, had been. The view, handed down from 
ancient times in the Latin Church (see Sepp, ZL. J. II. p. 281 ff. ; Schege 
in loc.), and still defended by Lange,’ to whom therefore the réAv¢ is Mag- 
dala, which identifies the woman with Mary Magdalene (for whose festival 
the narrative before us is the lesson), and further identifies the latter with 
the sister of Lazarus, is, though adopted even by Hengstenberg, just as 
groundless (according to viii. 2, moreover, morally inadmissible) as the sup- 


1 Grotius says pertinently : ‘‘ Quid mirum, “sinful woman in the general sense.’’ She 
tales ad Christum confugisse,cum et ad had been a wépyy (Matt. xxi. 31). See on 
Johannis baptismum venerint?’ ‘‘ What  dyuaptwads in this sense, Wetstein én loc. ; 
wonder that such fled for succor to Christ, Dorvill, ad Char. p. 220. Comp. on John 
when they had also come to the baptism __ Viii. 7. 
of John?” Matt. xxi. 32. Schleiermacher 2 Heller follows him in Herzog’s Hncyht. 
ought not to haye explained it away as the IX. p. 104. 
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position that the xé4vc in the passage before us is Jerusalem (Paulus in his 
Comment. u., Hxeg. Handb. ; in his Leben Jesu: Bethany). Nain may be 
meant, ver. 11 (Kuinoel). It is safer to leave it indefinite as the city in 
which dwelt the Pharisee in question. —oricw rapa 7. 760. ait.| According to 
the well-known custom at meals, Jesus reclined, with naked feet, and these 
extended behind Him, at table. — 7p£aro| vividness of description attained 
by making conspicuous the jirst thing done. — ric xepadijc] superfluous in 
itself, but contributing to the vivid picture of the proof of affection. — xate- 
didec] as Matt. xxvi. 49.1 Among the ancients the kissing of the feet was a 
proof of deep veneration (Kypke, I. p. 242; Dorvill, ad Charit. p. 208), 
which was manifested especially to Rabbins (Othonius, Lev. p. 233 ; Wet- 
stein i loc.). — The tears of the woman were those of painful remembrance 
and of thankful emotion. 

Vv. 39, 40. To the Pharisee in his legal coldness and conceit, the essence, 
the moral character of the proceeding, remains entirely unknown ; he sees 
in the fact that Jesus acquiesces in this homage of the sinful woman the 
proof that He does not know her, and therefore is no prophet, because He 
allows Himself unawares to be defiled by her who is unclean. — oiroc] placed 
first with an emphasis of depreciation. — rorar4| of what character, i. 29. -—— 
Aric ant. avtow| she who touches, comes in contact with Him. — rr] that she, 
namely. — Ver. 40. Jesus saw into the thoughts of the Pharisee. The éyw 
«.T.A. ig a ‘‘comis praefatio,” ‘‘ courteous preface,” Bengel. Observe that 
the Pharisee himself, in respect of such a scene, does not venture to throw 
any suspicion of immorality on Jesus. 

Vy. 41-48. By the one debtor? the woman is typified, by the other Simon, 
both with a view to what is to be said at ver. 47. The supposition that 
both of them had been healed by Jesus of a disease (Paulus, Kuinoel), does 
not, so far as Simon is concerned, find any sure ground (in opposition to 
Holtzmann) in the 6 Aezpdc of the later narrative of the anointing (in Mat- 
thew and Mark). The creditor is Christ, of whose debtors the one owes 
Him a ten times heavier debt (referring to the woman in her agony of repent- 
ance) than the other (the Pharisee regarded as the righteous man he fancied 
himself to be). [See Note LXX., p. 354.] The difference in the degree of 
guilt is measured by the difference in the subjective consciousness of guilt ; 
by this also is measured the much or little of the forgiveness, which again has 
for its result the much or little of the grateful love shown to Christ, ver. 
41 ff. — py éydvrov] ‘‘ Ergo non solvitur debitum subsequente amore et grato 
animo,” ‘‘ Therefore the debt is not paid by the subsequent love and grateful 
spirit,” Bengel. — On the interpolated cizé, which makes the question more 
pointed, comp. Bremi, ad Dem. adv. Phil. I. p. 119. [But see critical 
note. | 

Vv. 44-46. Jesus places the affectionate services rendered by the woman 
in contrast with the cold respectable demeanor of the Pharisee, who had 
not observed towards Him at all the ewstoms of courtesy (foot-washing, kiss- 


1 Comp. Polyb. xv. 1. 7: ayevvds rods 16Sas of writing, xpcod. is on decisive evidence to 
KaTaptrotey TaV év TS cvVEdpio, be adopted, along with Lachmann and 
2 Instead of ypewd., the late inferior form Tischendorf (Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 691). 
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ing) and of deference (anointing of the head). —oov elo r. oix.] I came into 
thy house. The cov being placed first sharpens the rebuke. — That, more- 
over, even the foot-washing before meals was not absolutely a rule (it was ob- 
served especially in the case of guests coming off a journey, Gen. xviii. 4 ; 
Judg. xix. 21; 1 Sam. xxv. 41; 2 Thess. v. 10) is plain from John xiii., 
and hence the neglect on the part of the heartless Pharisee is the more easily 
explained. — é8peeé ov rt. 76d.| moistened my feet. Comp. on John xi. 32 ; 
Matt. viii. 3. — Observe the contrasts of the less and the greater : — (1) idwp 
and roig ddxpvow ; (2) diAnua, which is plainly understood as a kiss upon the 
mouth, and ov diéA. Katad. 1. Todo Tédac 3 (3) éAaiw THY Kedar. ANA pipw 7A. W. TOdE 
médac (wtpov is an aromatic anointing oil, and more precious than éAaov, see 
Xen. Conv. ii. 3). — ag’ 7 eic#200v] loosely hyperbolical in affectionate con- 
sideration,—suggested by the mention of the kiss which was appropriate at 
the entering. 

Ver. 47. 00 yap, by Beza, Grotius, Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, 
de Wette, Ewald, Bleek, and others, is separated from 2éyw cor by acomma, 
and connected with a¢éovrw. But the latter has its limitation by 67v «.7.2. 
It is to be interpreted : on account of which I say unto thee; on behalf of 
this her manifestation of love (as a recognition and high estimation thereof) 
I declare to thee. — agéwvrat x.7.A.| her sins are forgiven, the many (that she 
has committed, vv. 87, 39), since she has loved much. This 6rz yyargjoe ror 
expresses not the cause, and therefore not the antecedent of forgiveness. That 
the words. do express the antecedent of forgiveness is the opinion of the 
Catholics, who maintain thereby their doctrine of contritio charitate formata 
and of the merit of works; and lately, too, of de Wette, who recognizes 
love for Christ and faith in Him as one ; of Olshausen, who after his own 
fashion endeavors to overcome the difficulty of the thought by regarding 
love as a receptive activity ; of Paulus, who drags in what is not found in 
the text ; of Baumgarten-Crusius, and of Bleek. Although dogmatic theol- 
ogy is not decisive against this opinion (see the pertinent observations of 
Melanchthon in the Apol. iii. 31 ff. p. 87 f.), yet perhaps the context is, be- 
cause this view directly contradicts the rapafoa“, vv. 41, 42, that lies at its 
foundation, as well as the 6 02 dAtyov adgiera: x.7.2. which immediately fol- 
lows, if the love does not appear as the consequent of the forgiveness ; the 
antecedent, t.e., the subjective cause of the forgiveness, is not the love, but 
the faith of the penitent, as is plain from ver. 50. Contextually it is right, 
therefore, to understand érz of the ground of recognition or acknowledgment : 
Her sins are forgiven, etc., which is certain, since she has manifested love in 
an. ewalted degree. Bengel says pertinently : ‘‘Remissio peccatorum, Simoni 
non cogitata, probatur a fructu, ver. 42, qui est evidens et in oculos incurrit, 
quum illa sit occulta,” ‘‘ The remission of sins, not considered by Simon, 
is proved from the fruit, ver. 42, which is evident and falls under the eye, 
when the former may be hidden ;” and Calovius : ‘‘ probat Christus @ pos- 
teriori,” ‘Christ proves a posteriori.” Comp. Beza, Calvin, Wetstein, 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 603 f.; Hilgenfeld also, Huang. p. 175. The 
objection against this view, taken by Olshausen and Bleek, that the 
aorist #ydryoe is inappropriate, is quite a mistake, and is nullified by 
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passages such as John iii. 16. The agéwvrar expresses that the woman 
is in the condition of forgiveness (in statu gratiae, ‘‘in a state of grace), 
and that the eriterion thereof is the much love manifested by her. It is 
thereafter in ver. 48 that Jesus makes, even to herself, the express dec- 
laration. —6 dé dAiyov adierat, oAty. ayaa] a general decision in pre- 
cise opposition to the first half of the verse, with intentional application 
to the moral condition of the Pharisee, which is of such a kind that only a 
little forgiveness falls to his share, the consequence being that he also manifests 
but little love (vv. 44-46). There was too much want of self-knowledge and 
of repentance in the self-righteous Simon for him to be a subject of much 
forgiveness. [See Note LXX., p. 354.] 

Ver. 48. The Pharisce is dismissed, and now Jesus satisfies the woman's 
need, and gives her the formal and direct assurance of her pardoned condi- 
tion. Subjectively she was already in this condition through her faith (ver. 
50), and her love was the result thereof (ver. 47) ; but the objective assurance, 
the declared absolution on the part of the forgiver, now completed the 
moral deliverance (ver. 50) which her faith had wrought. 

Ver. 49. "HpEavto] The beginning, the rising up of this thought, is note- 
worthy in Luke’s estimation. — ric ovré¢ éorw «.7.2.] a question of displeas- 
ure. — Kai; even. 

Ver. 50. Jesus enters not into explanation in answer to these thoughts, 
but closes the whole scene by dismissing the woman with a parting word, 
intended to confirm her faith by pointing out the grownd of her spiritual de- 
liverance. — % rioric o.] ‘‘ fides, non amor ; fides ad nos spectat, amore con- 
vineuntur alii,” ‘‘ Faith, not love ; faith concerns us, others are convinced 
by love,” Bengel. — eic¢ eipgvyv] as vill. 48. See on Mark v. 34. 


Remark. — From the correct interpretation of this section it is manifest of 
itself that this passage, peculiar to Luke, contains nothing without an adequate 
motive (ver. 37) or obscure (ver. 47) ; but, on the contrary, the self-consistency 
of the whole incident, the attractive simplicity and truth with which it is set 
forth, and the profound clearness and pregnancy of meaning characteristic of 
the sayings of Jesus, all bear the stamp of originality ; and this is especially 
true also of ‘the description of the woman who is thus silently eloquent by 
means of her behavior. This is in opposition to de Wette (comp. also Weiss, 
Il. p. 142 ff.). A distorted narrative (Schleiermacher), a narrative from ‘a 
somewhat confused tradition’’ (Holtzmann), or a narrative gathering together 
ill-fitting elements (Weizsadcker), is not marked by such internal truth, sensibil- 
ity, and tenderness. 


Notes By AMERICAN Eprror. 


LXY. Vy. 2-10. The Centurion at Capernaum. 


Weiss ed. Mey. denies that this passage is from the primitive Mark. He 
thinks it was derived from the same source as Matt. viii. 5-13, but given here 
with ‘traditional enlargement.’’ In the ‘older source” it was, he affirms, 
separated from the Sermon on the Mount only by the healing of the leper, 


NOTES. Bs: 


which Luke introduces at chap. v. 12 ff. He further intimates that the ‘older 
source” knew nothing of the mediation of the elders and friends, objecting to the 
view of Meyer respecting the increase of confidence on the part of the centu- 
rion. But these difficulties are created by the theory that Matthew and Luke 
derived their narratives from a common source, or that the latter used the 
former. The needless discussions as to the use of dovAoc (ver. 2) and raic¢ (ver. 7) 
grow out of the same assumption of a common written source. Either term 
is correct enough, and the use of dovdoc in Matt. viii. 9 implies that Matthew 
also understood vaic¢ in the sense given to it by Luke. 


LXVI. Ver. 12. airy qv yhpa. 


The above reading is that of Tischendorf (see critical note), but W. and 
‘Hort and R. V. prefer the pointing av77, answering to the common emphatic 
avtéc: ‘‘and she was a widow.’’ 


XV Vier. Gir OTe ae KOLOTE. 


Here also, as in iv. 10, the R. V. takes é7c as recitative in both cases. 
Meyer’s objection is scarcely conclusive, since the second clause indicates a 
higher expression of faith, and may well be regarded as the utterance of 
others. 


LXVIII. Vv. 18-35. The Messengers from the Baptist. 


The position assigned this event by Luke is properly correct. That Luke 
knew of the imprisonment of John the Baptist is quite likely, even though he 
does not mention it here. The notice of miracles in ver. 21 is not a contradic- 
tion of Matthew, since Matt. xi. 4, 5 implies something of the kind. The more 
accurate reference to “two of his disciples” (ver. 19) would indicate an inde- 
pendent source of information, but it is not necessary to suppose that Luke 
has added details of his own invention or of a later incorrect tradition, nor 
that vv. 20, 21 are supplied by him ‘in his character of historian.’’ On the 
other hand, Weiss ed. Mey. holds that both Matthew and Luke have derived 
their narratives from the same ‘‘earlier source,’ urging in favor of this the 
numerous verbal correspondences. But thenumber of these is diminished in 
the correct text, and such an argument is not conclusive in the presence of so 
many peculiarities. 


LXIX. Vy. 29, 30. 


There is great difference of opinion respecting these verses. W. and Hort 
put a dash before and after, to indicate the view that they are a comment 
of the Kvangelist. In that case the aorist participle (Garticbévtec) would be 
rendered ‘‘having been baptized;” so R. V. marg. But Weiss ed. Mey., 
Godet and others sustain the view of Meyer, that they were spoken by Jesus 
Himself. The main arguments are: that Luke never elsewhere introduces such 
a comment, and that the rejection of the clause in ver. 31 disposes of the only 
evidence supporting the other view. As to the source from which the language 
was derived, there is the usual disagreement. Matthew (xii. 12-15) has quite 
different language in this connection, but in chap. xxi. 31, 32 something 
similar. Hence Meyer’s view, that Luke’s words are an echo of the latter pas- 
sage. But Weiss ed. Mey. thinks that they, with the preceding parable (Matt. 
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xxi. 28-30), stood in the position assigned them by Luke in ‘‘ the source,”’ and 
that he ‘* omitted Matt. xi. 12-15, which preceded, because, in order to explain 
vy. 12,18, he transferred them to chap. xvi. 16, and thus lost the point of con- 
nection for vv. 14, 15.” Godet, after discussing another complicated theory, 
well says (Luke, p. 225, Am. ed.): ‘*‘ As to Luke, he follows his own sources of 
information, which, as he has told us, faithfully represent the oral tradition, 
and which furnish evidence of their accuracy at every fresh test.” 


LXX. Ver. 41. dto ypeoderAérar. 


Weiss ed. Mey. objects to Meyer’s explanation of the parable, but the more 
general reference he accepts would naturally seem to involve the very applica- 
tion which Meyer makes, and which is implied in our Lord’s own use of the 
figure. In his comment on ver. 47, Weiss shows why he thus objects, since he 
there intimates that ‘little’ does not apply to the Pharisee, because he is not 
a subject of forgiveness at all, 


CHAP. VIII. BY 


CHAPTER VIII. 


Ver. 3. Instead of ai76 Scholz and Tisch. have airoic, on preponderating evi- 
dence. The singular more readily occurred to the transcribers, partly because 
qjoav TeVeparevy. had gone before, partly by reminiscences of Matt. xxvii. 55 ; 
Mark xy. 41. — Instead of azé we must read, with Lachm. and Tisch., on deci- 
sive evidence, éx. —[Ver. 6. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., following B L &, read 
Katéreoev, instead of the simple verb.]— Ver. 8. Elz. has éxi. But eic has 
decisive attestation. — Ver. 9. Aéyovrec] is wanting in BD L RE &, min, Syr. 
Perss. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. Suspected by Griesb., rejected by Wassenb. and 
Schulz, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.]. But the 
oratio obliqua was the cause rather of its omission than of its addition, —[Ver. 
12. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read adxotoavrec (“8 BL £), instead of axobovrec.] — 
Ver. 16. éxirifyow] Lachm, and Tisch, have rifjoww. See on Mark iv. 21. — Ver. 
17. ob yvoodfoera] Lachm. and Tisch. have ov 7 yrwoot7, in accordance with B Li 
= 8, 33. [So Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. Meyer's objection is invalid. ] 
An alteration for the sake of the following éA0y. — Ver. 20. AeyovTwr] is wanting 
in BDLA ZS, min. vss., also Vulg. It. Bas. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
It is to be maintained; the looseness of construction occasioned in some 
authorities its simple omission, in others the substitution of 67, as read by 
Tischendorf. [Treg., W. and Hort, and Weiss (apparently) reject both Aeydvrav 
and 671, also substituting «ai for dé, at the beginning of the verse, — Ver. 24, 
Tisch. Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., follow 8 B L, and read dueyepfeic, instead of 
the simple verb.] — Ver. 26. Tadap7vév] Lachm. and Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. has Tep- 
yeonvov], following B C? D, Vulg. It., have Tepaoyvév. L X 8, min. vss. Epiph. 
have Tepyconvév. See on Matt. [Here also recent editors accept T'epacyvar ; so 
R. Y. text. Comp. on Mark. — Ver. 27. Tisch. and recent editors have : éywv da:- 
povia, Kat ypove ikavd ovk Evedboaro iudriov, following 8B, Copt., and others.] — Ver. 
29. Instead of rapyyyccie we must read, with Lachm. and Tisch., rapiyeAdev, on de- 
cisive evidence. — Ver, 31. mapexddec] rapexddovv (Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors]), 
although strongly attested, is an alteration to suit the connection and following 
the parallels. — Ver. 32. Booxoyévwr] Lachm. has Pookouévy, in accordance with 
BD KU 8, min. Syr. Aeth. Vere. [So W. and Hort, R. V.] From the par- 
allels. — rapexaAovv] Lachm. and Tisch. have rapexadecar, in accordance with B 
C* L 2, min. In Matthew the former, in Mark the latter reading. The evi- 
dence is not, decisive, but probably the imperfect is from Matthew, as itis only 
in that Gospel that the reading is without variation. — Ver. 23. Instead of eia7A- 
fev, ciojA0ov is decisively attested (Lachm. Tisch.). — Ver. 34. yeyevyuévoy] With 
Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch., who follow decisive evidence, read yeyovdc. — 
aredbovrec] which Elz. has before arjyy., is condemned on decisive evidence. — 
[Ver. 35, Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. (8 B) have ég7AGev.]— Ver. 36. 
cai] is not found inBC DLP X 8, min. Syr. Pers.p Copt. Arm. Slav. It. 
Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. [Tisch. VIII. and recent edi- 
tors]. But as it might be dispensed with, and, moreover, as it is not 
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read in Mark vy. 16, it came easily to disappear. — Ver. 37. 7parycav] Lachm. 
has 7pdérycev, in accordance with A BCK M P X &, min. Vere. [So recent 
editors, R. V., against Tisch.] An emendation.—[Ver. 38. Tisch., recent 
editors, R. V. (8 B D L) omit 6 Ijcovc. — Ver. 40. Instead of itoorpépar & Bhave 
irootpéderv 3 so Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] — Ver. 41. airéc] Lachm. has 
ovroc, in accordance with B D R, min. Copt. Brix. Vere. Goth. The Recepia is 
to be maintained ; the reference of aité¢ was not perceived. — Ver. 42. év dé TO 
érdyew] Lachm, and Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. has év dé ro irayew] read ai éyéveto Ev TO 
topevec0a, but only on the authority of C D* P, Vulg. also, It. Marcion. The 
Recepta is to be adhered to in consideration of the preponderance of evidence 
in its favor, and because the frequently used sopebecfac would be more readily 
imported than drdéyev. — Ver. 43. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read larpoicg (8 
and uncials generally), but B omits iavp. . . . Biov; so W. and Hort, R. V. 
marg.]—%z’| Lachm. and Tisch. have az’, in accordance with AB R & 254. The 
Recepta is a correction, instead of which 69 has wap’. — Ver. 45. Instead of ovv 
avt@ Elz. Scholz have per’ avrov, in opposition to decisive evidence (in B, min. 
and a few vss. [so W. and Hort, R. V. marg.] the words «ai oi cvy av7G are want- 
ing altogether). — x. Aéyes ric 6 a). w.] is, with Tisch., following BL &, min. 
Copt. Sah. Arm., to be deleted. Taken from Mark, on the basis of ver. 45. — 
[Ver. 46. Instead of éSeAPovoav (Rec.), recent editors have égeAyAvdviav (8 BL, 
33); the former is from Mark. In vv. 47, 49 aiv@ is omitted after amjyyeiAev 
and Aeywv (S B Land others) by recent editors.] — Ver. 48. @dpce:] An addition 
from Matthew ; deleted by Lachm. Tisch. — Ver. 49. Instead of yj Lachm. 
Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort] have pyxéti, in accordance with B D &, Syr.P 
(marked with an asterisk), Cant. This pyxér, in consequence of Mark v. 35 (ri 
érv), was written in the margin by way of gloss, and was afterward taken in, 
sometimes alongside of wy (thus B: py pyneétc), sometimes instead of it. — [Ver. 50. 
Tisch., recent editors, R, V., omit Aéyov (8 BL, 1, 33) and substitute ricrevoov 
(BL) for aioreve; the latter is from Mark.]— Ver. 51. Instead of é2@éy 
(Griesb. Scholz, Lachm, Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]) Elz. has eiceAQdv, in ac- 
cordance with D V, min. Copt. Aeth. This latter is to be restored ; the simple 
form is from Matt. ix, 23, Mark v. 38, and was the more welcome as distinguished 
from the following ciceAleiv (*‘ et cum venisset domum, non permisit intrare,’’ etc., 
Vulg.). [The order Iwavvyy kai IlaxkwBov is well attested (BC D, ete.), aceepted 
by Tisch., recent editors, R. V.; the Rec, is trom Mark.]— oidéva] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have riva odv aiz@, upon sufficient evidence. ovdéva is from Mark v. 37. 
— Ver. 52. ox] BC DF LX A 8, min. vss. have ot yap. Commended by 
Griesb., adopted by Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.] and Tisch. [Tisch. 
VIII. has oix]. From Matt. ix. 24, whence also in many authorities 7d xopaovoy 
is imported after aré#. — Ver. 54. éxBarov €o rave. kai] is wanting in BD LX 
&, min. Vulg. It. Syr.cv" Ambr. Bede. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. 
and Tisch. Ifthe words had been genuine, they would hardly, as recording a 
detail of the narrative made familiar by Matthew and Mark, have been 
omitted here. — éye/pov] with B C D X & 1, 33, éyerpe is in this place also (comp. 
v. 23 f., vi. 8) to be written. So Lachm. [Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss] and Tisch. 
[Tisch, VIII. has éyeipov]. Comp. on Matt. ix. 5, 


Vv. 1-38. A general historical statement in regard to the continued official 
teaching in Galilee, and the ministry of women connected therewith. — év 
Gg cabeE.| Comp. vil. 11. —xat airéc] wai is that which carries forward the 
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narrative after éyévero (see on v. 12), and airéc prepares the way for the 
mention of the followers of Jesus (kai oi dddexa k.7.4.). —KaTa w6duw] as ver. 
4. — Mayd.] see on Matt. xxvii. 56. She is neither the woman that anointed 
Jesus, vil. 37, nor the sister of Lazarus. — a@’ 7¢ dauudv. extra éFeAand.] Comp. 
Mark xvi. 9. <A stmultaneous possession by seven devils is to be conceived 
of, so far similar to the condition of the possessed man of Gadara, viii. 30. 
Comp., even at so early a period, Tertullian, De Anim. 25. Lange, L. J. 
II. 1, p. 292, rationalizes.:’ ‘‘a convert whom Jesus had rescued from the 
heavy curse of sin.” Comp. also Hengstenberg on John, II. p. 206, accord- 
ing to whom she was ‘an emancipated woman” who found in Christ the 
tranquillizing of the tumult of her emotional nature. The express teée- 
paxevuéva, healed, should certainly have guarded against this view. — ém- 
tporov| Matt. xx. 8. He had probably deen a steward, and she was his widow. 
She is also named at xxiv. 10. —‘Hpddov] Probably Antipas, because without 
any distinguishing limitation. Neither Joanna nor Susanna is known in 
any other relation. —dujxdvowv] with means of living and other kinds of 
necessaries, Matt. xxvii. 55. 

Vv. 4-15. See on Matt. xiii. 1-23; Mark iv. 1-20. The sequence of 
events between the message of the Baptist and this parabolic discourse is in 
Matthew wholly different. —ovviovrocg dé] whilst, however, a great crowd of 
people came together, also of those who, city by city, drew near to Him. tov x.r.A. 
depends on dyAov xoAdov, and kai, also, shows that this éyA0¢ rodtc, besides 
others (such, namely, as were dwelling there), consisted also of those who, 
city by city, 7.¢., by cities, ete. ‘‘ Ex quavis urbe erat cohors aliqua,” ‘‘ Out 
of every city whatever there was a certain throng,” Bengel. — éxiropetecbar, 
not: to journey after (Rettig in the Stud. w. Krit. 1838, p. 486), but to jour- 
ney thither, to draw towards.” Nowhere else in the New Testament ; in 
the Greek writers it is usually found with an accusative of place, in the 
sense of peragrare terram, and the like. — d:a rapa. | by means of a parable. 
Luke has the parable itself as brief and as little of the pictorial as possible 
(see especially vv. 6, 8) ; the original representation of the Logia (which 
Weiss finds in Luke) has already faded away. [See Note LXXI., p. 362.] — 
Ver. 5. The collocation 6 oretpwv tot oreipac tov oxépov has somewhat of 
simple solemnity and earnestness. — yév] xai follows in ver.6. See on Mark 
ix. 12.— Kal xaterar.] not inappropriate, since the discourse is certainly 
of the footpath (in opposition to de Wette), but an incidental detail not in- 
tended for exposition (ver. 12). — Ver. 7. év néow] The result of the ézecev.® 
— ovudveica] ‘‘ una cum herba segetis,” ‘‘at the same time with the blade 


1 That what is here meant is ‘the ethi- only serve the purpose of the parable. Be- 


cally culpable and therefore metaphor- 
ical possession of an erring soul that was 
completely under the power of the spirit of 
the world.” This explaining away of the 
literal possession (in Which, moreover, 
Fathers such as Gregory and Bede have 
already preceded him) is not to be defended 
by comparison of Matt. xii. 43 ff., Luke xx. 
24 ff., where certainly the seven demons 


sides, it is pure invention to find in the 
seven demons the representation of the 
spirit of the world inits whole power. At 
least, according to this the demon in Matt. 
xii. 45 would only have needed to take with 
with him siz other demons. 

2 Comp. Bar. vi. 62; Polyb. iv. 9. 2. 

3 See on Matt. x. 16; and Kriiger, ad Dion. 
Hal. Hist. p. 302. 
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of the grain,” Erasmus. — Vv. 9-11. ric... abr] namely, xara tiv éppnvetay, 
“according to the interpretation,” Euthymius Zigabenus. —rtoi¢ dé Aouroi¢ 
év rapaB.| but to the rest the mysteries of the kingdom of God are given in 
parables, that they, etc. What follows, viz. iva BAérovrec up BAérwat K.T.A., 18 
the contrast to yrovat. — éote 02 abty } rapaBoag| but what follows is the parable 
(according to its meaning). — oi dé rapa ry 6dé6v] to complete this expression 
understand orapévrec, which is to be borrowed from the foregoing 6 onépoc. 
But since, according to ver. 11, the seed is the Gospel, a quite fitting form 
into which to put the exposition would perhaps have been 76 dé rapa rHv ddov 
robrwv éoriv, ol x.t.a. Vv. 14, 15 come nearer to such a logically exact mode 
of expression. — Ver. 13. Those, however, (sown) upon the rock are they who, 
when they shall have heard, receive the word with joy ; and these, indeed, have 
no root, who for a while believe, etc. — Ver. 14. But that which fell among the 
thorns, these are they who have heard, and, going away among cares, ete., they 
are choked. The ovro: (instead of rodro) is attracted from what follows 
(Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 42), as also at ver. 15. — dr pepiuvdv x.7.7.| a 
modal limitation to ropevduevor, so that i7é6 marks the accompanying relations, 
in this case the émpulse, under which their ropetecbar, that is, their movement 
therefrom (that is, their further life-guidance), proceeds.* The connecting of 
these words with cvurviy. (Theophylact, Castalio, Beza, Elsner, Zeger, 
Bengel, Kuinoel, de Wette, Ewald, Schegg, and others) has against it the fact 
that without some qualifying phrase ropevduevor would not be a picturesque 
(de Wette), butan unmeaning addition, into which the interpreters were the 
first to introduce anything characteristic, as Beza, Elsner, Wolf, Valckenaer : 
digressi ab audito verbo, ‘‘gone apart from the word heard,” and Majus, 
Wetstein, Kuinoel, and others : sensim ac paulatim, ‘ gently and gradually” 
(following the supposed meaning of Wn, 2 Sam. iii. 1, and elsewhere). 
Comp. Ewald, ‘‘ more and more.” [See Note LXXII., p. 862.] — rod fiov] be- 
longs to all the three particulars mentioned. Temporal cazes (not merely 
with reference to the poor, but in general), temporal riches, and temporal 
pleasures are the conditioning circumstances to which their interest is en- 
chained, and among which their zopetechac proceeds. —cuurviyovta:| the 
same which at ver. 7 was expressed actively: ai dxavOu avérviéav aitd. Hence 
ovurviyovtaris passive ; not: they choke (what was heard), but: they are choked. 
That which holds good of the seed as a type of the teaching is asserted of 
the men in whose hearts the efficacy of the teaching amounts to nothing. 
This want of precision is the result of the fact that the hearers referred to 
were themselves marked out as the seed among the thorns. —x. od reAecd. | 
consequence of the cuymviy., they do not bring to maturity, there occurs in 
their case no bringing to maturity. Examples in Wetstein and Kypke. — 
Ver. 15. 76 08 év r. x. y@] Sc. reodv, ver. 14. 


év kapoia x.7.2.] belongs to caré- 
xovor (keep fast, see on 1 Cor. xi. 2), and dxotoavrec tov Ady. is a qualifying 
clause inserted parenthetically. — xaaq «. aya6] in the truly moral meaning 
(comp. Matt. vii. 17), not according to the Greek idea of eiyéveca denoted 
by Karog kayabog (Welcker, Theogn. Proleg. p. xxiv. ff.; Maetzner, ad Antiph. 


1 Bornemann in doc.; Bernhardy, p. 268; Ellendt, Zea. Soph. II. p. 881. 
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p. 187; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. 8, p. 569 A). But the heart is morally 
beautiful and good just by means of the purifying efficacy of the word that 
is heard, John xv. 3. —é bropovy] perseveringly. Comp. Rom. ii. 7. A 
contrast is found in agioravraz, ver.13. Bengel well says: ‘‘est robur animi 
spe bona sustentatum,” ‘‘it is strength of mind sustained by a good hope,” 
and that therein lies the ‘‘ summa Christianismi,” ‘‘sum of Christianity.” 

Vv. 16-18. See on Mark iv. 21-25 ; Matt. v.15, x. 26, xiii. 12. The con- 
nection in Luke is substantially the same as in Mark : Butif by such explana- 
tions as I have now given upon your question (ver. 9) I kindle a light for 
you, you must also let the same shine further, etc. (see on Mark iy. 21), and 
thence follows your obligation (Aémere oiv, ver. 18) to listen aright to my 
teaching. On the repeated occurrence of this saying the remark of Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus is sufficient: eikd¢ dé, Kata diaddpove Kaipode Ta TovadTa TOdv 
Xpiorov eimetv, ‘‘ but it is probable that Christ spake such things on differ- 
ent occasions.’’ — Ver. 17. kal el¢ dav. £267] a change in the idea. By the 
Suture yvootoerac that which is to come is simply asserted as coming to 
pass ; but by the sabjunctive (é297) it is in such a way asserted that it leads 
one to expect it out of the present, and that without av, because it is not con- 
ceived of as dependent on a conditioning circumstance (Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 158 f.) : There is nothing hidden which shall not be known and is not bound 
to come to publicity. [But see critical note. ]— Ver. 18. xa¢] xpy yap orovdatwc 
k. émiped@c . . . axpodcba, ‘For it is needful to hear. . . earnestly and care- 
fully,” Euthymius Zigabenus. — 6c ydp dv éyy «.7.A.] a ground of encourage- 
ment. The meaning of the proverbial sayings in this connection is as in 
Mark iv. 25, not as in Matt. xiii. 12. —6 doxei éyecv] even what he fancies he 
possesses : it is not the liability to loss, but the se/f-delusion about possession, 
the fanciful presumption of possession, that isexpressed ; the jz éyecv, in fact, 
occurs when the knowledge has not actually been made a man’s own ; aman 
believes he has it, and the slight insight which he regards as its possession is 
again lost. It is not reproach against the apostles (Baur, Hilgenfeld), but 
warning that is conveyed in the form of a general principle. In xix. 26 the 
expression with doxei would have been inappropriate. But even here the 
mere 6 éyez, as In Mark iv. 25, would have been not only allowable, but even 
more significant. The doxei «.7.A. already shows the influence of later re- 
flection. 

Vv. 19-21. See on Matt. xii. 46-50 ; Markiii. 31-85. [See Note LXXIIL., 
p. 362.] Luke has the section in accordance with Mark, but in a shortened 
form,” without anything to indicate chronological sequence or connection of 
subject, and he gives it a different position. — Ver. 20. Aeyévtwv] by its being 
said. [See critical note. ]— Ver. 21. ovro.] my mother and my brethren are 
those who, etc. 


1 Comp. on the latter clause, Plato, Gor- 
gias, p. 480 C: els 70 havepoy ayew 7d adixnia ; 
Thucyd. i. 6. 3, 28. 5. 

2 Therefore it is not to be said, with Baur, 
Hwang. p. 467 f., that Luke purposely omit- 
ted the words in Matthew: kat exretvas 7, 


XElpa avTod emt T, wadynTas x.7.r., in an inter- 
est adverse to the Twelve. It is not the 
Twelve alone that are meant in Matthew. 

3 See Winer, p. 519 [E. T. 588] ; Bernhardy, 
p. 481; Bornemann, Schol. p. 53. 
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Vv. 22-25. See on Matt. viii. 18, 23-27 ; Mark iv. 835-41. In Luke there is 
no precise note of time, but the voyage is the same ; abridged from Mark. 
[On vv. 22-56, asa whole, see Note LXXIYV., p. 362.] — Ver. 23 f. adurvooy] 
which means to wake up (therefore equivalent to agumvifecfar), and also (as in 
this case) to fall asleep (consequently equivalent to xafurvoiv’), belongs to the 
late and corrupt Greek. Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 224. — xaré37] from the high 
ground down to the lake.* — ovverAnpovvro] What happened to the ship is 
said of the sailors. Examples in Kypke, I. p. 248. Observe the imperfects 
in relation to the preceding aorist. — dvjyepav] they awoke him (Matt. i. 24); 
but subsequently éyeplelc : having arisen (Matt. 11.14). [But see critical note. ] 
— Ver. 25. 2¢0370.] the disciples, as Mark iv. 41. — The first «ai is: even. 

Vv. 26-89. See on Matt. viii. 28-84 ; Mark v. 1-20. Luke follows Mark 
frecly. — xaréri.] they arrived. See Wetstein. — Ver. 27. é« ti¢ méAeuc] does 
not belong to irfvtycev, but to avfp ric, alongside of which it stands. To 
connect the clause with ixfyrycev would not be contradictory to év olka... 
pripaow, but would require the presupposition, not presented in the text, that 
the demoniac had just rushed out of the city. [See on the rest of the verse, 
critical note.] — Ver. 28. uw we Bacav.| as at Mark v. 7. — Ver. 29. zapfyyer- 
Aev] not in the sense of the pluperfect, but like éAeyev, Mark v. 8. — Nothing is 
to be put in a parenthesis. — roAdoic yap ypdvore «.7.A. | To account for the com- 
mand of Jesus the description of his frightful condition is given : for dur- 
ing a long time it had fared with him as follows.*? In opposition to usage, 
Erasmus and Grotius render the words : often. So also Valckenaer. — ov- 
onpraker| may mean : it had hurried him along with it (Acts vi. 12, xix. 29, 
xxvil. 15, and very frequently in the classical writers), but also : 7¢ had (ab- 
solutely and, entirely, cuv) seized him (Ar. Lys. 487; 4 Mace. v. 8). It is 
usually taken in the latter sense. But the former is the more certain of the 
two according to the usage of Luke, corresponds better with its use else- 
where, -and likewise agrees perfectly with the connection. For édecyeito 
«.7.A. then relates what was accustomed to be done with the sufferer in 
order to prevent this tearing and dragging by the demon ; observe the im- 
perfect, he was (accustomed te be) chained, etc. | Recent editors follow & BL, 
33, and give the form édeopetero.| — Ver. 31. abroic] as Mark v. 10, from the 
standpoint of the consciousness of the several demons possessing the man. — 
aBvocov| abyss, i.e., Hades (Rom. x. 7). The context teaches that in partic- 
ular Gehenna is meant (comp. Apoc. ix. 1 f., xi. 7, xx. 8). The demons 
know and dread their place of punishment. Marl is different and more orig- 
inal ; in opposition to Baur, Markusevang. p. 42. — Ver. 83. axexviyy] of 
choking by drowning.* Even Hug (@wtacht. Il. p. 17 f.) attempts to 
justify the destruction of the swine in a way which can only remind us of the 


17Tt corresponds exactly to the German 
“entschlafen,” except that this word is not 
used in the sense of becoming free from 


3 Comp. Rom. xvi. 25; Acts viii. 11; John 
li. 20; Herodian, i. 6.24: 00 moAAG xpove 3 
Plut. Thes. vi. : xpovors wodAdAols Vatepov. See 


sleep, which cadurvodv might have accord- 
ing to the connection. 

2Comp. Polyb. xxx. 14, 6: AatAamdés Tivos 
€xmemTwKutas cis avTovs. 


generally, Bernhardy, p. 81; Fritzsche, ad 
ftom. I. p. xl. 

4 Dem. 833, pen.; Raphel, Polyd. p. 1993 
Wakefield, Silv. Orit. IL. p. 75. 
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maxim, ‘‘ gui excusat, accusat.” — Ver. 35. é£42.00v] the people from the city 
and from the farms. — rapa r. rédac] as a scholar with his teacher. The 
whole of this description, indeed, and the subsequent prohibition, ver. 39, 
is intended, according to Baur, Hvang. p. 480 f., to set forth the demoniac 
as a representative of the converted heathen world. — Ver. 36. nat oi iddvtec] the 
disciples and others who had seen it together. The xai places these in con- 
trast even with the people who came thither and found the cure accom- 
plished, and to whom the eye-witnesses also of the proceeding narrated it. [But 
see critical note. ]— Ver. 38. édéero] See on this Ionic form, which, however, 
was also frequent among Attic writers.’ The reading édeiro (B L) is a cor- 
rection, and édeeiro (A. P, Lachmann) is a transcriber’s mistake for this cor- 
rection.— Ver. 39. 76a] Gadara, ver. 27. Mark, certainly with greater ac- 
curacy, has év r7 AexardAer. 

Vv. 40-56. See on Matt. ix. 1, 18-26 ; Mark v. 21-48. In Matthew the 
sequence is different. The narrative of Luke, indeed, is not dependent on 
that of Mark, but has it in view, without, however, on the whole attaining 
to its clearness and vividness. — aredéZato] is usually understood of a joyous 
reception (a¢ evepyétnv kat ouor#pa, ‘‘as benefactor and Saviour,” Euthymius 
Zigabenus) ; but quite arbitrarily. Comp. Acts xv. 4. The narrative says 
simply : that on His return the crowd received Him (comp. ix. 11), because 
all had been in expectation of His coming back ; so that thus immediately 
His ministry was again put in requisition. — Ver. 41. xa? airéc] and He, after 
mention of the name comes the personal position. Comp. xix. 2. —dré- 
Ovycxev| died (imperfect), z.e., was dying, not : ‘‘obierat, absente mortuamque 
ignorante patre,” ‘‘has died, the father being absent and not knowing that 
she was dead” (Fritzsche, ad Matt. p. 348). That the death had not yet 
taken place is indicated.? — ovvérvryov| a vivid picture : they stifled Him ; in 
point of fact the same as ovréAAcBov, Mark v. 24. — Ver. 43. mpocavaré- 
caca| when she even in addition (over and above her suffering) had expended.* 
[See critical note. ] —iarpotc] on physicians. [See critical note.] As to 6Aov r. 
Biov, comp. Mark xii. 44. — Ver. 45. 6 lérpo¢ pév wero rept dxhijc éxadie Aéyew 
Tov Xpiorov . . . avtoc 08 ov Tept Torabtyc eEheyev, GAAG TeEpi THE yevouévng ex Ti- 
otewc, ‘‘ Peter supposed that Christ was speaking of a simple touch... but 
He was not speaking of this, but of that which came of faith,” Euthymius 
Zigabenus. — Ver. 49. tic xapa rod apy.] 7.e., one of his dependants. Comp. 
on Mark iii. 21. — ré@vnxev] placed first for emphasis : she is dead. — Ver. 
51. eiceAeiv] into the chamber of death. — Ver. 52 relates to the bewailing 
crowd assembled in the house (not in the death-chamber), with whom oc- 
curred this conversation, ver. 52 f., while Jesus and those named at ver. 51 
were passing into the chamber where the dead body lay. Among those who 
laughed, the three disciples are as little intended to be reckoned * in Luke as 


1 Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 220; Schaefer, ad 4On the distinction from amédvnoker, ver. 
Greg. Cor. p. 431; Kriiger, ad Xen. Anab. 42, comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 64 A: arodvycKew 
vii. 4. 8. Te Kal TeOvavat, 

2 Bernhardy, p. 3873; Wyttenbach, ad 5They would not, moreover, have to be 
Plat. Phaed. p. 142 ff. understood as associated with those who 


3 Dem. 460. 2, 1025. 20; Plat. Prot. p. 311 D. were put out, if éxBad, ¢£w mavr. Were genu- 
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in Mark, whom he follows. — éxérrovro avrf] a well-known custom, to ex- 
press one’s grief by beating on one’s breast. As to the construction of «é- 
nrecba (also rirrecbar) and plangere with an accusative of the object (xxii. 
27) on whose account one beats oneself, see Heyne, Obss. ad Tibull. i. 7. 28, 
p. 71. — Ver. 55. éréorpewe x.7.2.] purposely narrates the reanimation of one 
that was actually dead,’ whose spirit had departed. In Acts xx. 10 also this 
idea is found. — Ver. 56. rapfyy. avroic «.7.4.] following Mark y, 48, 


Norres py American Epiror. 


XXI. The Parable of the Sower. 


* sed. Mey. thinks Luke has preserved the parable in a form nearer that 
of ‘the Apostolic source” than Mark. This difference from Meyer, with whose 
theory in general Weiss agrees, respecting a parable which occurs in all three 
Synoptists, shows how uncertain all these judgments must necessarily be. This 
parable least of all confirms any theory of dependence onacommon source. (See 
Mark, Note XXI., p. 59.) 


LXXII. Ver. 14. i716 pepyvév x.7.A. 


Despite Meyer’s objection, this phrase seems to qualify the main verb, and 
Topevouevor may be taken as in the R. V.: ‘‘and as they go on their way they are 
choked,” etc. 


LXXIUI. Vy. 19-21. 


The position of this paragraph and the entire omission of all the important 
circumstances which, according to Mark’s account, give it special significance, 
make decidedly against Luke’s use of Mark, although Weiss has a complicated 
theory to account for its position and form. 


LXXIV. Vv. 22-56. 


The remaining part of this chapter is made up of events narrated by all three 
Synoptists in the same order. But the connection in Matthew is very differ- 
ent, and the account of Mark presents many peculiarities. In view of these 
facts, the theory of a common oral tradition is more satisfactory here than that 
of dependence on Mark, with (Weiss) or without (Meyer) the use of ‘‘ the earlier 
Apostolic source.”’ 


ine (but see the criticalremarks). Késtlin is 
right in adducing this against Baur, who de- 
tected in this passage a Pauline side-glance 
to the original apostles. 

1 How opposed, therefore, is this to the 
view of an apparent death / There cannot 


remain even a shadow of uncertainty as to 
how the matter is to beregarded (Weiz- 
siicker). Jesus Himself will not leave the 
crowd in any doubt, but declares (ver. 52) 
in His pregnant style what must immedi- 
ately of itself be evident. 
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CHAPTER IX, 


Ver. 1. After dddexa Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have pafyra¢ airov, which is not 
foundinABDKMSVI A, min. vss. Fathers. An addition, instead of which 
other authorities of importance have azoordjove. Luke always writes oi dédexa 
absolutely. Soalso do Mark and John, but not Matthew. — Ver. 2. rove dobe- 
vovvtacg] A DL 2 8, min. have 7. aofeveic. Approved by Griesb., adopted by 
Lachm. But since in B, Syr.c™ Dial. the words are altogether wanting, and, 
moreover, in the variants occur Tove vocovvrac, TavTac Tod¢e acbevotvrac, and omnes 
infirmitates (Brix.), the simple ido@a (as Tisch. also now has) is to be regarded as 
original. [So recent editors, R. V. marg.] — Ver. 3. pafdovce in Elz., instead of 
paBdov in Lachm. and Tisch., has evidence of importance both for and against 
it. In accordance with A B [B has paBdor] A, it is to be maintained, since the 
singular might be introduced from Matt. x. 10 (see on the passage), and me- 
chanically also from Mark vi. 8, just as easily as it could be retained by reason 
of the singulars alongside of it. [The singular is attested by 8 B C*D L, 1, 33, 
69, vss., accepted by recent editors, R. V.— ava is wanting in 8 BC L, omitted 
by W. and Hort, R. V., retained by Tisch. Weiss.]— Ver. 5. déwvra:] in Elz., 
instead of déywrra (the latter is approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and 
Tisch.), has against it authorities so important, that it must be referred to the 
parallels. — «air. xov,] This «ai (bracketed by Lachm.) is wanting in B C* D 
LXER, 1, 124, Copt. Sahid. codd. of It. Omitted, in accordance with the 
parallels. [Tisch. retains, but recent editors omit ; so R. V.] — Ver. 7. tx’ airoi] 
is wanting in B C* DL, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition for the purpose of more precise 
specification. —[Tisch., recent editors, R. V., following 8 BCL, etc., substitute 
éyépOy for éyfyeprac 3 in ver. 8, vic for cic ; in ver, 9, dé for kai, at the beginning, 
omitting éyé before axobw.] — Ver. 10. rérov tpn. 762. Kad. Byfo.] Many variants; 
the reading which is best attested is rdw kadovuévyv Byfc., which Tisch., follow- 
ing BL X., 33, Copt. Sahid. Erp., has adopted. Rightly ; ei¢ méAw«.t.2. would 
of necessity arouse objection, as what follows did not take place in a city, but 
in a desert (comp. ver. 12, and also Mark vi. 51). — Ver. 11. defay.] Lachm. and 
Tisch, have drodefdu., in accordance with BD LX [also =] 8, min. Rightly ; 
the Recepta is a neglect of the compound form, which form in the New Testament 
occurs only in Luke. — Ver. 12. Instead of ropevilévrec, Elz. Scholz have ame/- 
Ydrrec, in opposition to decisive evidence ; it is from the parallels. — Ver. 14. 
Before avé, BC DL RES, 33, 157, Sahid. Cant. Or. have oce/, which Tisch.Sy»°rs 
has adopted. [Tisch. VIII. omits; recent editors, R. V., accept.] Rightly ; 
it was omitted, because even Mark has no indefinite qualifying word. — [Ver. 15. 
Tisch., recent editors, R. V. (with 8 B L, 1, 33, etc.), read xaréxAwav instead of 
avéxAwav, — Ver. 16. Tisch., recent editors (with 8 B CO, etc.) read rapateiva: in- 
stead of rapatvSévar. | — Ver. 22. éyep.] Lachm. has avacr#var. The authorities 
are greatly divided, but éyep’. is from Matthew (r. tpiry ijuépa éyepd.). [8 BL A, 
ete., have éyept., accepted by Tisch., recent editors, R. V.] — Ver. 23. Instead of 
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Epyec8at, dprvycdoSe Elz. Scholz have éAVeiv, arapvycdo3w, in opposition to pre- 
ponderating mss. and Or. From the parallels. — xaW 7juépav] condemned by 
Griesb., deleted by Scholz, Lachm. It has preponderating evidence in its 
favor ; the omission is due to the words being omitted in the parallels. — Ver. 
27. ddc] B L #8, 1, Cyr. have aitov. Commended by Griesb., approved by 
Rinck, adopted by Tisch. Rightly ; dde is from the parallels. — The readings 
éotérov and yebouvrat (Elz. : éoryxétov and yetoovra:) have (the latter strongly) 
preponderating evidence in their favor. [But éor7KéTwv is accepted by Tisch. 
and recent editors, with 8 B L, ete. — Ver. 34. The same authorities and edi- 
tors have the imperfect éreoxiafev.]-— Ver. 35. ayary7éc] B LE &, vss. have 
éxheAcyuévoc. Commended by Griesb. and Schulz, adopted by Tisch. The Re- 
cepta is from the parallels. — Ver. 37. év 77 é&fc] év, in accordance with BLS 
&, 1, 69, is to be deleted. See on vii. 11. — Ver. 38. ave.] Lachm. has éSéyoev, 
in accordance with BC DL 8, min. [so Tisch., recent editors, R. V.]. A neg- 
lect of the compound form, which form occurs elsewhere in the New Testament 
only in Matt. xxvii. 46, and even there is disregarded by several authorities. — 
Instead of émuBAépas (to be accented thus) [Tisch. éx/GAepar.], Elz. Lachm. have 
éxiBrewov. Authorities of importance on both sides. The latter is an inter- 
pretation, The infinitive EIIIBAEYAI was taken for an imperative middle. 
—[Ver. 40. All uncials have é«GdAwow ; so recent editors. ]— Ver. 43. éxoijcer] 
Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have ézoiec ; decisively attested. [Ss A BCD LI, vss., have 
the imperfect, most of them omitting 6 Iyoovc ; so recent editors.]— Ver. 48. 
instead of éor/, which is approved by Griesb., and, moreover, adopted by 
Lachm. and Tisch., Elz. Scholz have éora. But éoriis attested by BC LX 
& S, min. vss. (also Vulg. It.) Or. (thrice) ; the future was introduced in refer- 
ence to the future kingdom of heaven. —[Ver. 49. Recent editors, with 8 B L, 
etc., read év instead of é7é (Rec. Tisch.), also omit the poorly supported ré be- 
fore dau. —'The imperfect éxwAtouev is found in 8 B UL, and accepted by W. 
and Hort, Weiss, R. V.]— Ver. 50. Instead of dvév Elz. has #uov both times, in 
opposition to preponderating evidence. See on Mark ix. 40.—Ver. 54. dc x. 
"HA. éx.] is wanting in B L & 8, 71, 157, vss. (Vulg. also and codd. of It.) Jer. 
(2). Suspected by Griesb. (following Mill), deleted by Tisch. But how easily 
the indirect rebuke of Elijah, contained in what follows, would make these words 
objectionable ! — Ver. 55. kai eimev . . . byueic]) is wanting in A BC E, etc., also 
%, min. Copt. Aeth. Sax. Germ. 1, Gat. Fathers. Condemned by Griesb., de- 
leted by Lachm. and Tisch. The words have such a weight of evidence against 
them that they would have to be rejected, if it could be explained how they 
got into the text. How easily, on the other hand, might an intentional omission, 
out of consideration for Elijah, occur! Moreover, the simple, short, and preg- 
nant word of rebuke is so unlike a transcriber’s addition, and so worthy of 
Jesus Himself, as, on the other hand, it is hardly to be conceived that Luke 
would have limited himself on an occasion of so unprecedented a kind only to 
the bare éreriujoev avroic. [Despite Meyer’s argument, it is safest to reject the 
doubtful clauses in vv. 54, 55. It is true there is an increase of evidence 
against the passages from vv. 54 to 56, but even the first clause lacks the 
support of the best uncials. The readings deserve notice, but all recent edi- 
tors reject them from the text (so R. V.), as they must, if manuscript evidence 
is decisive.] But the additional clause which follows in Elz. is decidedly 
spurious : 6 yap vid¢ Tot dvbparov evx 7AVE yuydc avOprwv amolécat, AAAA cdoat. 
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— Ver. 57. éyévero 0é] Lachm. Tisch. have kai, in accordance with BC LX = 8, 
min. Syr. Perss. Copt. Aeth. Arm, Rightly ;a new section was here begun (a 
lection also), and attention was called to this by adding éyévero to xai (so D, 346, 
Cant. Vere. Colb.), or by writing éyévero 6é, in accordance with ver. 51. — Kbpie] 
is wanting in BDL 8, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. codd. of It. Condemned by 
Griesb., deleted by Lachm. But since it stood at the end of the sentence, and 
since the parallel passage, Matt. viii. 19, had no corresponding word at the end, 
«vpee would the more easily drop out. [Rejected by Tisch., recent editors, R. V. 
— In ver. 59 the same word is omitted by Tisch., W. and Hort, following BD. 
Probably added from Matt.] — Ver. 62. eic riv Baovd.] B L = &, 1, 33, Vulg. It. 
Clem. Or. have 77 BaciAcia. So Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepia is explanatory. 


Vv. 1-6. See on Matt. x. 1,7, 9-11, 14; Mark vi. 7-13. Luke follows 
Mark, and to that circumstance, not to any depreciation of the Twelve by 
contrast with the Seventy (Baur), is due the shorter form of the succeeding 
discourse. — xa) vécove epaz.] depends on divau. x. éove. (power and author- 
ity, iv. 36). The reference to édwxev (Bengel, Bornemann) is more remote, 
since the vécove Oeparever is actually a dbvayec x. éFovola. — Ver. 8. pire ava 
dbo yur. Exe] nor even to have two under-garments (one in use and one to 
spare). A mingling of two constructions, as though p7diy aipew had been 
previously said.' For the explanation of the infinitive with eize there is no 
need of supplying dety (Lobeck, ad Phryn. pp. 758 f., 772) ; but this idea 
is implied in the infinitive itself.* It would be possible to take the infini- 
tive for the imperative (Kuinoel and many of the earlier critics, comp. also 
Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 233 [E. T. 271 f.], who understands 2éyw) only if 
the connection brought out a precise injunction partaking of the nature of 
an express command,* which, however, in this case, since the imperative 
precedes, and, moreover, immediately follows, is not applicable. — Ver. 5. 
Kat t. kov.| Hven the dust also ; see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 134. [But see 
critical note.]— éx’ avr.] against them, more definite than Mark : airoic. 
Theophylact : ei¢ HAeyyov aitov kal xatdxpiow, ‘‘ for their conviction and con- 
demnation.” 

Vv. 7-9. See on Matt. xiv. 1 f.; Mark vi. 14-16. —To the jrxovoev of 
Mark vi. 14, which Luke in this place evidently has before him, he adds a 
definite object, although taken very generally, by means of ta yevoueva ravta: 
everything which was done, whereby is meant, which was done by Jesus (ver. 9). 
— dinrdper| he was in great perplexity, and could not in the least arrive at 
certainty as to what he should think of the person of Jesus. This was the 
uncertainty of an evil conscience. Only Luke has the word in the New 
Testament. It very often occurs in the classical writers.t— Ver. 8. éddv7] 
‘¢Nam Elias non erat mortuus,” ‘‘For Elijah had not died,” Bengel. — 
Ver. 9. What Matthew and Mark make Herod utter definitely, according 
to Luke he leaves uncertain ; the account of Luke is hardly more original 
(de Wette, Bleek), but, on the contrary, follows a more faded tradition, for 


1See Ellendt, ad Arrian. Al. I. p. 167; Bernhardy, p. 858; Pflugk, a@ Hur. Heracl. 
Winer, p. 283 [E. T. 316]. 814. 

2 See Kiihner, ad Xen. Anabd. v. 7. 34. 4 On the accentuation 76 tivwy, see Lip- 

8 See generally, Winer, p.-282 [E. T. 316] ; sius, Gramm. Unters. p. 49. 
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the character of the secondary writer is to be discerned in the entire narra- 
tive (in opposition to Weizsiicker). The twofold é,4 has the emphasis 
of the terrified heart. — é(frec iWeiv avtév] he longed to see Him. Comp. 
xxiii. 8. ‘He hoped, by means of a personal conference (vill. 20) with 
this marvellous man, to get quit of his distressing uncertainty. That Herod 
seemed disposed to greet Him as the risen John, and that accordingly 
Christ had the prospect of a glowing reception at court, Lange reads into 
the simple words just as arbitrarily as Eichthal reads into them a partiality 
for Herod on the part of Luke. 

Vv. 10-17. See on Matt. xiv. 18-21 ; Mark vi. 30-44 ; John vi. 1 ff. Ac- 
cording to the reading eic réAw xadovpévyv Byfc. (see the critical remarks), 
elcis to be understood of the direction whither (versus), and ver. 11 ff. is to be 
conceived as said of what happened on the way to Bethsaida. The Bethsaida 
meant at Mark vi. 45, on the western shore of the lake (The Byfo. r#¢ Taun., 
John xii. 21 ; Matt. xi. 21), is not the one intended, but Bethsaida-Julias, 
on the eastern shore in lower Gaulonitis (see on Mark viii. 22), as Michaelis, 
Fischer, Paulus, Robinson, Ebrard, Lange, Ewald, Schegg, and others sup- 
pose, on the ground of Mark vi. 45, where from the place of the miraculous 
feeding the passage is made across to the western Bethsaida. For the denial 
of this assumption, and for the maintenance of the view that Luke, in 
variation from the parallel passages, transposed the miraculous feeding to 
the western shore (Winer, de Wette, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Eichthal, and 
with some hesitation Bleck), there is no foundation at all in Luke’s text. 
For although Jesus had returned from Gadara to the western side of the 
lake (viii. 837, 40), yet between this point of time and the miraculous feed- 
ing come the sending forth of the Twelve, and the period that elapsed until 
their return (ix. 1-10). Where they, on their return, met with Jesus, Luke 
does not say, and for this meeting the locality may be assumed to have been 
the eastern side of the lake where Bethsaida-Julias was situated. But if it 
is supposed, as is certainly more natural, that they met with Him again at 
the place whence they had been sent forth by Him on the western border of 
the lake, it is no contradiction of this that Jesus, according to Luke, wished 
to retire with His disciples by the country road to that Bethsaida which was 
situated at the north-eastern point of the lake (Bethsaida-Julias); and it is 
just this seeking for solitude which can alone be urged in favor of the more 
remote Bethsaida on the further side. The whole difference therefore 
comes to this, that, according to Luke, they went to the place of the 
miraculous feeding by land, but according to Mark (and Matthew), by ship. 
[See Note LXXYV., p. 377.]— Ver. 11. azode¢.] He did not send them back, 
although He desired to be alone, but received them. — ériouticpdv] Provisions, 
a word which occurs only in this place in the New Testament, but is 
often found in the classical writers. Comp. Judith ii. 18, iv. 5. — Ver. 18. 
misiov 7| These words do not fit into the construction.’ — ei pare x.7.2.] unless, 
perchance, etc.; this is neither to be regarded as a direct question (Kypke, 
Rosenmiiller), nor is the thought ; ‘‘ even therewith we cannot feed them,” 


1See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 410: Kriiger, ad Dion. p. 287; Schoemann, ad Js. p. 444, 


CHAP. Ix., 10-17. 367 


to be previously supplied (Beza, Grotius, de Wette, and others). On the 
contrary, the two parts of the sentence are closely connected : We have not 
more than . . . unless, perchance, we shall have bought. The tone of the ad- 
dress is not one of irony (Camerarius, Homberg, Kuinoel), as is often 
expressed by et uf,’ but of embarrassment at the manifest impossibility of carry- 
ing the order into effect (jyeic . . . ele ravta tov Aadv). On ei with a 
subjunctive, which is to be recognized even in the Attic writers, although 
rarely, but is of frequent use in the later Greek, see Winer, p. 263 [E. T. 
294 f.]®. Winer is mistaken in regarding the mood in this case as a delibera- 
tive subjunctive not dependent on ci, as Buttmann, p. 191 [E. T. 221], also 
takes it. .See above for the connection ; and on the difference of mean- 
ing between the subjunctive with and without dv (condition absolutely, 
without dependence upon circumstances that may or may not happen), see 
Hermann, De part. a, ii. 7, p. 95 ; Hartung, Partikell. IL. p. 301. —jueic] 
with emphasis ; for previously they had advised to leave the people them- 
selves to procure food. — Ver. 14. Observe the numerical relation, jive loaves, 
Jive thousand, ranks of companies by jifty. 'To form such companies is, In 
Luke, said to have been commanded even by Jesus Himself. The tradition 
is gradually rounded into shape as we advance from Matthew (and John) to 
Luke. — Ver. 16. evAéy. airobc] an intimation of the benediction uttered in 
prayer, which was effectual in causing the increase. Matthew and Mark 
have it otherwise. — Ver. 17. kAacudrwr| is, in accordance with the opinion 
of Valckenaer, Lachmann, and Tischendorf [not Tisch. VIII. ], to be regard- 
ed as governed by xéduvor dédexa. If, in accordance with the usual view, it 
had been construed with 70 repioo. ait., tt would have been rév xAaopu. (comp. 
Matt. xiv. 20; Soph. #7. 1280: ra pév repiocetovta tov Adyov adec ; Plat. 
Legg. ix. p. 855 A) or Ta mepicceboarra abroic KAdouara (John vi. 12). Luke 
reproduces the kiacudtwv dddexa Kkopivove Of Mark. [See Note LXXVL., 
p. 378.] Since, moreover, xAacudrov contains a reference to KatékAace, ver. 
16, it is manifest that the fanciful view of Lange, Z. J. Il. p. 309 f., is un- 
tenable : that Jesus, indeed, miraculously fed the thousands ; but that the 
superfluity arose from the fact that the people, disposed by the love of Jesus 
to brotherly feeling, bad immediately laid open their own stores. Thus the 
miraculous character of the transaction is combined with the natural expla- 
nation of Paulus and Ammon. With what a unanimous untruthfulness 
must in this case all the four reporters of the history have been silent about 
the people’s private stores. Just as persistent are they in their silence 
about the symbolic nature of the feeding behind which the marvellous How 
of the incident is put out of sight (Weizsiicker). Schenkel mingles to- 
gether most discordant elements for explaining away the miracle, not 
rejecting even provisions brought with them, and in part procured in 
haste. But what is the meaning of Mark viii. 18-20? And are all six nar- 
ratives equally a misunderstanding ? 


1 Kiihner, Il. p. 561; Maetzner, ad Lycurg. ad Cyrop. iii. 3. 50; Klotz, ad Devar, 
in Leocr. p. 317. p. 500 ff. ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 491. 
2 Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 12; Poppo, 
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Vv. 18-20. See on Matt. xvi. 18-16 ; Mark viii. 27-29. As to the second 
miraculous feeding Luke is silent ; a silence which Schleiermacher and 
many others,even Weizsiicker, make use of in opposition to the reality of the 
second miracle (see in general on Matt. xv. 33). But this silence is related 
to the enigmatical hiatus which Luke has left between vv. 17 and 18, en- 
tirely passing over everything that occurs in Mark vi. 45—vill. 27, and in the 
parallel passage of Matthew. [See Note LXXVIL., p. 878.] No explanation 
is given of this omission, and it seems to have been occasioned by some 
casualty unknown to us. Possibly the only reason was that in this place he 
had before him another written source besides Mark, which did not com- 
prise the fragments in question, and from which, moreover, he borrowed 
the peculiar situation with which ver. 18 begins. Special purposes for the 
omission (Hilgenfeld, Weiss, p. 699 f.) are arbitrarily assumed, as if in his 
idea the portion omitted were, on the one hand, not of sufficient importance, 
on the other, too detailed (as the history of the Canaanitish woman), and 
the like. Weizsiicker, p. 66 f., proceeds more critically, but still unsatis- 
factorily, when he relegates the events to ix. 51 ff., where occur several 
points of contact with the fragments here passed over. — Ver. 19. dAdo dé] 
without a previous of pév. See on Matt. xxviii. 17; Mark x. 32. The 
opinion : ’Iwavy. r. Barr., as that of the majority, is first of all declared with- 
out limitation. — Ver. 20. 6 Ilérpoc] mpornda tév Aowrdv Kal ordua TavTwY yevo- 
evo, ‘‘he springs before the rest, becoming also the mouth of all,” Theo- 
phylact. — rv Xpiordv. Tr. Ocov] See on ii. 26. 

Vv. 21, 22. See on Matt. xvi. 20 f.; Mark ix. 30 f. Neither the dis- 
course of Jesus about the rock (Matt. xvi. 17-19), nor His reproof of Peter 
as Satan (Matt. xvi. 22 f.; Mark viii. 32 f.), is found in the Pauline Luke, 
who did not find the former in Mark (see on Mark viii. 29). If he had 
omitted the saying concerning the rock because of a tendency (Baur and 
others), he could not in the same interest have passed over the rebuke of 
Peter as Satan. — Ver. 22. 67v] argumentative. [See Note LXXVIIL, p, 378.] 
Tell no one, etc., since it is the appointment of God (xxiv. 26) that the 
Messiah, after many sufferings, etc., should attain to His Messianic attes- 
tation by the resurrection (Rom. i. 4). Thus, for the present, the Lord 
quenches the ardor of that confession, that it may not interfere with that 
onward movement of the divine appointment which is still first of all neces- 
sary. —aré] on the part of. See Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 280 [E. T. 326]. 

Vv. 23-27. See on Matt. xvi. 24-28; Mark viii. 34-ix. 1. — rpdc révrac] to 
all, isnot to be taken as: én reference to all, nor is it said in contrast to Peter, 
so that what Matthew relates, xvi. 22 f., may be unconsciously presupposed 
(de Wette leaves the choice between the two); but as airoic, ver. 21, refers to 
the apostles, zavrac must refer to a wider circle. Luke leaves it to the 
reader to conclude from ravrac¢ that there were still others close by to whom, 
beside the disciples, that which follows was addressed. Comp. on Mark 
viii. 84. Ver. 18 does not exclude the approach of others which may have 
occurred meanwhile. But with ver. 22 closed the confidential discourse 
with the Twelve ; what Jesus has now yet further to enter upon in contin- 
uation of the communication of ver. 22 is to be said not merely to them, 
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but to all. — af juépay| involuntarily suggested by the experience of a 
later period ; 1 Cor: xv. 31; Rom. vill. 36 ; 2 Cor. iv. 16 f£.— Ver. 25. 
éavrov dé amon. 7) Cyu.| if he. . . however, shall have lost himself, or have suffered 
damage (7, not equivalent to xa/, but introducing another word for the same 
idea). Himself, i.é., not ‘his better self” (de Wette), but, according to ver. 
24, his own life. Excluded from the Messiah’s kingdom, the man is in the 
condition of Gavaro¢g ; not living (in the a7 aidviwc), he is dead ; he is dead 
as well as no more present (ovx etoi, Matt. 11. 18), he has lost himself. — Ver. 
26. év tH O6Ey x.7.2.] A threefold glory :— (1) His own, which he has abso- 
lutely as the exalted Messiah (comp. xxiv. 26); (2) The glory of God, which 
accompanies Him who comes down from the throne of God ; (8) The glory 
of the angels, who surround with their brightness Him who comes down 
from God’s throne.’ The genitives have all the same reference, genitives of 
the subject. — Ver. 27. aanfac| not belonging to 2éyw (in that case it would 
be a translation of auf, and would come first, as in xii. 44, xxi. 3), but to 
what follows. — airov| (see the critical remarks) here.” — rv Baor2. r. Ocoi| the 
kingdom of the Messiah, not less definite, but simpler than Matthew and Mark. 

Vv. 28-86. See on Matt. xvii. 1-13 ; Mark ix. 2-138. — dost juépar oxrd] 
not in grammatical construction (comp. ver. 13), see on Matt. xv. 32.3 The 
ooet protects Luke from the reproach of representing himself as paying more 
attention than Mark to chronology (Holtzmann). — rpocebEacba] See on vy. 
16. — Ver. 29. 70 eldoc] the appearance of His countenance : ‘‘ Transformatio 
splendorem addidit, faciem non subtraxit,” ‘‘The transformation added 
splendor, and did not remove the countenance,” Jerome. — Aevedc] not in- 
stead of an adverb, but éfaorp. is a second predicate added on by way of 
climax without «ai (Dissen, ad Pind. p. 304), white, glistening.4— Ver. 31. 
tH é£odov aitov| His departure, namely, from His life and work on earth : 
through His death, resurrection, and ascension (Joseph. Antt. iv. 8. 2).° 
Corresponding to this is eicodoc, Acts xiii. 24. This subject of the ovAratein, 
of which neither Matthew nor Mark has any hint, first appeared in Luke from 
the later tradition which very naturally attained to this reflection, and, more- 
over, might gather it from Mark ix. 9; Matt. xvii. 9.°— cAnpovv] The 
departure is conceived of as divinely foreordained, therefore as being fulfilled 
when it actually occurred. See Kypke, I. p. 258. — Ver. 82. But Peter 
and his companions, while this was going on before them, were weighed down 
with sleep (drowsy); as they nevertheless remained awake, were not actually 
asleep, they saw, ete.’ — diaypyy.| 1s not to be explained as it usually is, 
postquam experrecti sunt, ‘‘after they became awake” (Castalio), but (so also 
Schegg), when, however, they had thoroughly awakened.* [See Note LXXIX., 


1Comp. Matt. xxviii. 3 and elsewhere ; 
Hahn, Vheol. d. N. T. § 116. 

2 Acts xv. 84; Matt. xxvi. 
Polit. i. p. 827 C, and elsewhere. 

3 Winer, pp. 458, 497 [E. T. 516, 563] ; Butt- 
mann, Weutest. Gr. p. 122 [E. T. 139]. 

4On ééaorp., comp. LXX. Ezek. i. 4, 7; 
Nah. iii. 3; Thryphiod. 103. 

5 Comp. Wisd. iii. 2, vil. 6; 2 Pet. i. 15, 


a4. 


36; Plato, 


and the passages in Suicer, 7hes. I. p. 287, 
1142; Elsner, Odss. p. 219. 

® Comp. Weizsiacker, Huang. Gesch. p. 481. 

7 On BeBapnu., Urve, comp. Matt. xxvi. 43; 
Jacobs, ad Anthol. V1. p. 77. 

8 Comp. Herodian, iii. 4. 8: maons tis 
vuktds ... Staypnyopycavtes; Vulg. (Lach- 
mann): vigilantes. 
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p. 878.] — Ver. 33. According to Luke, Peter desires by his proposal to pre- 
vent the departure of Moses and Elijah. — py eiddc 6 Aéyec] He was not con- 
scious to himself of what he said (so much had the marvellous appearance 
that had presented itself to him as he struggled with sleep confused him), 
otherwise he would not have proposed anything so improper. The whole 
feature of the drowsiness of the disciples belongs to a later form of the tra- 
dition, which, even as early as Mark, isno longer so primitive as in Matthew. 
Reflection sought to make the saying about the building of tabernacles 
intelligible ; but the tendency-critics were the first to suggest that there 
was a design of throwing the primitive apostles, especially Peter, into the 
shade.’— Ver. 34 f. émeoxiacey aitotc] avrobc, as at ver. 33, refers to Moses 
and Elijah, who are separating from Jesus, not to the disciples (see on Matt. 
xvii. 5). It is otherwise in Matthew, who has not the detail év 76 dvayupife- 
cba avtov¢e am’ avtov. —While Peter speaks with Jesus, the cloud appears 
which overshadows the departing Moses and Elijah. [See critical note; the 
imperfect suits this explanation.}| These (continuing their departure) pass 
away into the cloud ; the voice resounds and the entire appearance is past, 
Jesus is alone. — éxAeAeyu.] See the critical remarks ; comp. xxiii. 35. — Of 
the conversation on the subject of Elijah Luke has nothing. It was remote 
from his Gentile-Christian interest. But all the less are we to impute an 
anti-Jewish purpose (such as that he would not have John regarded as 
Elijah) to Luke, whose style, moreover, elsewhere tends to abbreviation (in 
opposition to Baur in the Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 80). — Ver. 36. éofyyoav] Of 
the command of Jesus, with a view to this result, the abbreviating Luke 
has nothing. 

Vv. 37-45. See on Matt. xvii. 14-23 ; Mark ix. 14-82, the latter of which 
Luke follows on the whole, but abbreviating. — r7 é7¢ juépa] According to 
Luke, the transfiguration took place at night, ver. 32. — Ver. 88. érBAé pac] 
to look upon, with helpful pity to cast eyes upon.? See the critical remarks. 
The middle voice does not occur. jovoyev#¢ in this passage, as at vill. 42, is 
found only in Luke. — Ver. 39. «pafec] does not refer to the demon (Borne- 
mann), but to the son, since «ad éaidyn¢ introduces the result which is 
brought about in the possessed one by the rvevua Aa Bdver adrév. The sudden 
change of the subjects is the less surprising when we take into account the 
rapid impassioned delineation.* — wédyic] hardly, with trouble and danger ; 
used only here in the New Testament. — cuvrpiBov avrdv| whilst he bruises him 
(even still—as he yields). Conceive of a paroxysm in which the demoniac 
ferociously beats and knocks and throws himself down. This déteral mean- 
ing of ovtp. is, on account of the vivid description in the context, to be 
preferred to the figurative meaning—/rets, wears away (Kypke, Kuinoel, 
Bornemann, Ewald), although Mark has &ypaivera:, in another collocation, 
however. — Ver. 42. érz 68 rpocepy. avtov| but as he was still coming—not yet 
altogether fully come up. — éppytev . . . ovveordpazer] a climax describing 


1Baur, Hoang. p. 435, Markusevang. p. 68; 8, 15; Judith xiii. 4. 
Hilgenfeld, Hvang. p. 179, 181 ; see, on the 3 See Winer, p. 556 [E. T 682], and Schoe- 
other hand, Késtlin, p. 200. mann, ad Is. p. 294 f. 

2 Comp. i. 48; Ecclus. xxxiii. 1; Tob. iif. 
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the convulsive action, he tore him, and convulsed him (comp. oxapayusc, cramp). 
— laoaro tr. 7.] namely, by the expulsion of the demon. — émi r. peyatecdr. 1. 
Geo] at the majesty * of God. "Quovto yap, ovK 2& idiac duvauewc GA’ Ex Ocod Tadra 
Tepatoupyeiv avrév, ‘* For they supposed that He wrought these wonders, not 
from His own power, but from God,” Euthymius Zigabenus. — éro/e:] Im- 
perfect (see the critical remarks). Their wonder was excited by the miracles 
of Jesus as a whole, among which was to be reckoned also that special case. 
— Ver. 44. fléate byeic x.7.2..] Place ye, on your part, etc. The disciples were to 
continue mindful of this expression of amazement (roic¢ Adyove TohTove) On ac- 
count of the contrast (6 yap vide «.r.2.) in which his own destiny would soon 
appear therewith. They were therefore to build no hopes thereupon, but 
only thence to recognize the mobile vulgus! Bornemann, de Wette, Schege 
refer 7. Ady. tobr. to 6 ydp vide x.7.4., So that yap would be explanatory (to 
wit). So already Erasmus. [See Note LXXX., p. 878.] But the above ref- 
erence of the plural rovc 2. roir. most readily suggests itself according to the 
context ; since, on the one hand, révrov dé Gavualévrwv preceded (comp. subse- 
quently the singular 76 pyjua, ver. 45) ; and, on the other, the argumentative 
use of yap seems the most simple and natural. — ei¢ yeip. avOpar. | into the hands 
of men, He, who has just been marvelled at as the manifestation of the majesty 
of God. — Ver. 45. iva] purely a particle of purpose, expressing the object of the 
divine decree. —aicfwvra:| that they should not become aware of it. The idea 
of the divine decree is that their spiritual perception through the internal 
aloOnripia (Heb. v. 14), their intellectual aicAjore (Phil. i. 9), was not to attain 
to the meaning of the saying. The verb occurs only here in the New Testa- 
ment. — kal é¢oBovvro x.t.A. See on Mark ix. 32. —The whole description of 
this failure to understand is only a superficial expansion of Mark. ix. 32, and 
not an intentional depreciation of the Twelve in the Pauline interest (Baur, 
Hilgenfeld),. 

Vv. 46-50. See on Matt. xviii. 1-5 ; Mark ix! 33-40. — cio#26e x.7.2.] then 
came a thought in their hearts. A well-known pregnancy of expression in re- 
spect of év, wherein the result of the eicépyecbai—the being in them—is the 
predominant idea. See Bernhardy, p. 208. Another mode of regarding the 
rising of thoughts in the mind is expressed at xxiv. 88. — ri¢ dv k.7.A.] who 
probably (possibly, see Kiihner, II., p. 478) would be greater, 7.e., more to be 
preferred among them.? Comp. on 1 Cor. xiii, 13. This question of rank, 
which Mark introduces with greater historical detail, is not referred in Mark 
and Luke specially to the Messiah’s kingdom, as is the case in Matthew. See 
on Mark ix. 33. The occasion of the question is not stated in Mark and Luke 
(otherwise in Matt. xviii. 1), and is by Theophylact quite arbitrarily sought in 
the cure of the demoniac, which the disciples had not been able to accomplish, 
and in view of the failure were throwing the blame upon one another.— rap’ 
éavt@] close to Himself. In such a position opposite to the disciples, as clearly 


1 Josephus, Antt. Prooem. p. 5; Athen. iv. so devoid of understanding is shown, more- 
p. 130 F. over, by uxpdtepos ev macw viv, ver. 48. 
2 Not: greater than they,as Weiss in the Luke therefore had no wish to set aside 
Jahrb. f. D. Theol. p. 96, supposes. That the contest about rank. 
their question, according to Luke, was not 
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to make common cause with Jesus Himself (see ver. 48). — Ver. 48. The mean- 
ing and trainof thought in Luke are substantially the same as in Mark ix. 36 f., 
as also in Matt. xviii. 2 ff. ; the same principles are enunciated in the 
same sense. The child placed there is the living type of the humble disciple 
as he, in opposition to that arrogant disposition in ver. 46, ought tobe. And 
this child standing there as such a moral type, 7.e., every disciple of Christ 
like to him in unassuming humility, is so highly esteemed before God, that 
whosoever lovingly receives him, etc. Mor (yap, introducing a confirmatory 

_ explanation) he who is less (than the others) among you all (to wit, subjec- 
tively, according to his own estimation of himself) 7s great (objectively, in 
accordance with his real worth). Therefore the saying of Jesus in Luke 
ought not to have been explained as wanting in point (de Wette) or without 
connection (Strauss), nor should it have been maintained that the placing of 
the child before the disciples was originally without reference to the dispute 
about rank (Weisse). —- Ver. 49. As to the connection of thought with what 
precedes, see on Mark ix. 38. Luke follows him with abbreviations. But 

any reference to an attack on the ministerial efficiency of the Apostle Paul 
(Késtlin, p. 201) is quite arbitrarily read into ver. 50. —énlr. dvdu. cov] on 
the ground of Thy name, giving out Him as the authority which the demons 
had to obey. [But see critical note.] In this sense they used the name of 
Jesus in the expulsion of demons. Comp. xxi. 8, xxiv. 47; Actsiv. 17 f. ; 
and for actual cases, Acts ili. 6, 16, xvi. 18. — aod. pel yuov] a frequent 
construction in the classical writers also, Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 853f. Comp. 
fev. vi. 8, xiv. 13. 

Ver. 51 ff. [See Note LXXXL., p. 378 seq.] Luke now enters upon his nar- 
rative of the journey of Jesus to Jerusalem at the close of His earthly career, 
ana transfers to this journey all that follows as far as xviii. 30.! Not until 
xviii. 15 does he again go parallel with Matthew and Mark. The journey is 
not direct, for in that case only three days would have been necded for it, 
but it is to be conceived of as a slow circuit whose final goal, however, is 
Jerusalem and the final development there. The direct journey towards Je- 
rusalem does not begin till the departure from Jericho, xviii. 85. Jesus, 
with his face towards Jerusalem, wishes to pass through Samaria (vv. 52, 
53); but being rejected, He turns again towards Galilee, and does not appear 
again on the borders of Samaria till xvii. 11,? whence it is plain that Luke 
did not transfer the history of Martha and Mary (x. 38) to Bethany, in which 
respect, according to John, he was assuredly in error. This being conceded, 
and in consideration of Luke in general having so much that is peculiar to 


1 That there is actually before us in this 
place a narrative of a journey has indeed 
been denied, but only under the pressure 
of harmonistic criticism. Even Weiss right- 
ly maintains its character as the narrative 
of a journey whose goalis Jerusalem. Still 
its contents are not to be limited to the 
ministry of Jesus outside of Galilee. See 
also Weizsacker, p. 207. 

2 Therefore it is not to be said that Luke 


makes the chief part of the journey pass 
through Samaria, whereby, according to 
Baur (Hvang. p. 433f.), he wished to support 
the Pauline universalism by the authority 
of Jesus. In ver. 51 ff. Luke relates only 
an attempt to pass through Samaria, which, 
however (ver. 56), was abandoned. This, 
moreover, is opposed to Baur’s comparison 
of the Gospel of Luke with that of John 
(p. 488), and opposed to K6stlin, p. 189, 
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himself,—since he, following his sources and investigations (i. 3), so fre- 
quently varies from Matthew and Mark in the sequence of events and the 
combination of discourses,—the judgment of de Wette appears wrong : that 
the whole section, namely, isan unchronological and unhistorical collection, 
probably occasioned by the circumstance that Luke had met with much evan- 
gelical material which he did not know how to insert elsewhere, and there- 
fore threw together in this place (comp. also Reuss, § 206; Hofmann, 
Schriftb. II. 2, p. 355). In that case the very opposite of Luke's assurance 
Gi. 3) would be true, and Bruno Bauer’s sneer on the subject of the journey 
would not be without reason, He must actually have found the chronolog- 
ical arrangement of what is recorded in this large section as belonging to 
the end of the sojourn in Galilee, and this must have determined his special 
treatment, in respect of which he intersperses at xiii. 22 and xvii. 11 hints 
for enabling the reader to make out his whereabouts in the history (comp. 
Ewald). But Kuinoel (following Marsh and Eichhorn) quite arbitrarily de- 
duces the section ix. 51-xviii. 14 from a gnomology bearing upon the last 
journey of Christ, on the margin of which also much belonging to an earlier 
time was written. The assumption of Schleiermacher, moreover, is incapa- 
ble of proof (comp. Olshausen and Neander, Ebrard also, and Bleek): that 
there are here blended together the narratives of two journeys to Jerusalem 
—to the feast of the Dedication and to the Passover. So also Hofmann, 
Weissag. u. Hrfiill. Il. p. 118. Decidedly opposed to this, however, is the 
fact that the intercalation of other historical elements (x. 25-xviii. 31) must 
again be assumed. Jinally, the assertion of Wieseler (Chronol. Synopse, 
p. 319 ff.), that ix. 51-xiil. 21 is parallel with John vii. 10-x. 42 (then xiii. 
22-xvil. 10 with John xi. 1-54 ; and lastly, xvil. 11—xix. 28 with John xi. 
55-xil. 11), so that thus Luke in ix. 51 is introducing, not the last journey 
to Jerusalem, but the last but two, is negatived on purely exegetical grounds 
by tHe avarhwewe (see subsequently). The older harmonistic schemes also 
placed the journey in question parallel with John vii. 10, but got themselves, 
awkwardly enough, out of the difficulty of r7¢ dvadjbews by means of the 
evasion: ‘‘non enim Lucas dicit, dies illos jam dmpletos esse, sed factum 
hoc esse, dum complerentur,” ‘‘for Luke does not say, that these days are 
now completed, but that this is done, while they are completed,” Calovius. In 
various ways attempts have been made to solve the question, whence Luke 
derived his narrative (see especially Ewald, Jahrb. Il. p. 222, and Hvang. 
p. 282 ff.; Weizsiicker, p. 209 ff.). Yet, apart from his general sources, in 
regard to which, however, it is not needful, in view of the Logia, to presup- 
pose a later treatment and transposition (Ewald), it can scarcely be inferred 
as to the general result that in this peculiar portion of his Gospel down to 
xviii. 14 a special evangelical document, a special sowrce containing a jowr- 
ney, must have been in Luke’s possession, and that this was rich in fragments 
of discourse, partly, indeed, in such as occur also in the Logia, although 
differently arranged, and in part differently put together, but pre-eminently 
rich in parabolic and narrative discourses, such as were in accordance with 
the Pauline views ; for the entire omission of these discourses by Matthew 
and Mark sufficiently proves that (in opposition to Holtzmann) they did not 
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as yet appear in the Logia, but formed an anthology of the Lord's original 
sayings that grew up out of a later development. Weizsiicker, p. 141 fi., 
has ingeniously endeavored to indicate the relations of the several portions 
to the doctrinal necessities of the apostolic age, in regard to which, however, 
much remains problematical, and in much he takes for granted tendencies 
whose existence cannot be proved. It is totally unfounded to attribute to 
Luke any modification of his accounts brought about by motives of partisan- 
ship) (Baur, Késtlin, and others), in respect of which Kostlin, p. 236, sup- 
poses that he vaguely and contradictorily worked up an older narrative 
about the journey through Samaria and Peraea, because after he had once 
brought Jesus to Samaria he would not wish to mention expressly His leay- 
ing this region again immediately. (But see on ver. 56.) 

Ver. 51. Ev 76 cuurAnpovoba x.t.2.| when the days of His taking up (i.e., the 
days when their consummation ordained by God, His assumption, was to 
occur) were entirely completed, i.e., when the period of His receiving up (assump- 
tio, Vulg.) was very near. EKuthymius Zigabenus aptly says: #uépac tic ava- 
Agwenc abrov Aéyer TOV Kaipdov Tv AdopiobévTa péypt THE avadhWpewc adTov THC aT) VIC 
cic ovpavév, ‘‘ The day of His assumption He calls the season set apart until 
His assumption from earth to heaven.” In the New Testament avdaAnwic 
occurs only in this place. But it appears in the same sense of the taking up 
into heaven, aud that likewise of the Messiah, in the Zest. XIJ. Patr. p. 585: 
cal peyadvvOnoetar év Th olxovuévyn Ewe avadipews avtov ; and in the Fathers (see 
Suicer, Thes. J. p. 282); although in the New Testament the verb dvahayuBa- 
vecbat is the customary word to express this heavenly reception, Mark xvi. 19; 
Acts i. 2, 11, 22; 1 Tim. iii. 16.2 The objections of Wieseler are unfound- 
ed: that the plural rac juépac, as well as the absence of any more precise 
limitation for avai. (cic Tov obpavdv), is opposed to this view. The plural is 
as much in place here® as at ii. 6, 22 ; Acts ix. 28; and avdanuc, without 
more precise limitation, in no way needed such a limitation, because by 
means Of avrov it leaves it absolutely without doubt that the current idea of 
Christ’s assumption is meant, as, moreover, aveA7eby, Acts i. 2, and 1 Tim. 
iil. 16, although without any local definition, presented no ambiguity to the 
Christian consciousness. Comp. the ecclesiastical wsus loguendi of asswmptio 
without qualification. Wieseler himself explains : ‘‘when the days drew to 
an end in which He found a reception (in Galilee, to wit), He journeyed 


erant instar parasceyes. Instabat adhuf 
passio, crux, mors, sepulcrum, sed per haec 
omnia ad metam prospexit Jesus, cujus 
sensum imitatur stylus evangelistae,”’ 


1 That thus, for instance, by the narrative 
of the fiery zeal of the sons of Zebedee he 
just desired to prove how little they were 
capable of going beyond the limits of Juda- 


ism. Comp. Hilgenfeld, Hvang. p. 182 f. 
2Comp.1 Macc. ii. 58; Ecclus. xlviii. 9; 
2 Kings ii. 11; Ecelus. xlix. 14; Tobit iii. 6. 
3If Luke had writtentHv 7uépav 7. avaa. 
he would thereby have declared that what 
followed happened on the very day of the 
assumption. Comp. Acts ii.1. But Bengel 
well says: ‘‘unus erat dies assumtionis in 
coelum, sed quadraginta dies a resurrec- 
tione, imo etiam hi dies ante passionem 


“There was one day of assumption into 
heaven, but forty days after the resurrec- 
tion, yet indeed these days before the pas- 
sion were also equivalent to days of prep- 
aration. There was still impending the 
passion, thé cross, death and sepulchre, 
but through all these Jesus looked forward 
to the goal, and His perception the pen of 
the Evangelist imitates.” Comp. John xii. 
28, xiii. 8, 81, xvii., and elsewhere. 
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or 


towards Jerusalem in order to work there.” An erroneous device, the neces- 
sary result of harmonistic endeavors. Nobody could guess at the supple- 
mentary ‘‘in Galilee ;” and what a singularly unsuitable representation, 
since, indeed, Jesus up to this time almost always, and even so late as at 
ver. 48, found appreciation and admiration in Galilee !—airéc] ctpse, in 
view of the subsequent sending forward of His messengers. —1d xpdcur. abrow 
iothp.| He settled (steadfastly directed) His countenance,—a Hebraism (D'¥ 
039), Jer. xxi. 10, xlii. 15, xliv. 12; Gen. xxxi. 21; 2 Kings xii. 18 ; Dan. 
xi, 17, to be traced to the source that he made use of. The meaning is : 
He adopted His settled purpose to journey to Jerusalem (rob ropebecbas, gen- 
itive of purpose); apapioer, éxipwoer, zotyoe BovAgv, ‘‘ He determined, settled, 
formed an intention,” Theophylact. 

Vv. 52, 53. ’AyyéAove does not as yet mean the Seventy (Neander), and 
Gore is as at iv. 29. —éroumdca avté] to make preparation for Him (comp. 
Mark xiv. 15), @.e. in this case : érowwacas brodoyny mpd Kkataywyiyy avrod, ‘to 
prepare entertainment for His coming,” Euthymius Zigabenus. — Ver. 53. 
cat ovk édéavro aitév) which rejection was accomplished by the refusal given 
to the messengers that He had sent before, see ver. 52. That Jesus Him- 
self followed them is not implied in the passage. — ri 7d mpécwrov, not 
because generally He was journeying towards Jerusalem (évavtiwg yap of Zaua- 
petra Tpd¢ Tove ‘Tepocodumirac diéxevvto, ‘for the Samaritans adversely disposed 
towards the Jerusalemites,” Euthymius Zigabenus ; so[ Weiss, and] usually), 
for through Samaria passed the usual pilgrim’s road of the Galilaeans, 
Josephus, Anté. xx. 6.1; Vit. 52; comp. John iv. 4 ; nor yet because they 
were unwilling to lodge ‘‘so large a Jewish procession” as the train of disci- 
ples (Lange, of which, however, nothing appears),—but because they regarded 
an alleged Messiah journeying towards Jerusalem as not being the actual Messiah. 
We must think of the messengers themselves announcing Jesus as the Mes- 
siah, although, besides, according to John iv., the knowledge of His Mes- 
sianic call might have already penetrated from Galilee to the Samaritan 
villages ; but the Samaritans did not expect of the Messiah (see the exposi- 
tors on John iv. 25) the observance of festivals in Jerusalem, but the resto- 
ration and glorification of the worship upon Gerizim. (Comp. Bertholdt, 
Ohristol. p. 21 £.) The expression 1d rpécur. abtov qv ropevdp. 18 a ESE 
Ex. xxxiii. 14 ; 2 Sam. xvi. 11. 

Vv. 54-56. (oon the added critical note.] "Idévrec] they saw it in the 
return of the messengers, who would not otherwise haye come back. — The 
two disciples are not to be identified with the messengers (Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, Erasmus). — rip] Fire; not : fulmen (Wetstein, Kuinoel), a modern 
mode of explaining away, of which, neither in 2 Kings i. 10-12 (when at 
the word of Elijah fire from heaven devours the people of Ahaziah) nor on 
the part of the disciples is there any notion. — ov« oidare «.7.2.] As in respect 
of ipeic the emphatic contrast with Elijah is not to be disregarded (‘‘ retun- 
ditur provocatio ad Eliam,” ‘‘the appeal to Elijah is checked,” Bengel), 


1Comp. Gesenius (who points out the Syriac), in Rosenmiiller, Pep, I. p. 186, and 
existence of the same usage in Arabic and Thesaur, Ii. p. 1109. 
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so it is objectionable to explain, with Bornemann: ‘‘Nonne perpenditis, 
qualem vos ... animum prodatis ? Certe non humaniorem, quam modo vobis 
Samaritani praestiterunt,” ‘*Do you not consider what spirit you are dis- 
closing? Certainly not more humane than the Samaritans exhibited to you.” 
The Samaritans had not, indeed, refused to receive Jesus from lack of hu- 
munity ; see on ver. 53. Rightly the expositors have explained oiov rvet- 
patoc of a spirit which is differently disposed from that displayed by Elijah. In 
that respect the form of the saying has been taken by some affirmatively (so 
Erasmus, Beza, Castalio, Calvin, Grotius, and others ; latest of all, Ewald), 
some interrogatively (so Luther, Zeger, and most of the later critics) ; but 
the matter of it has been so understood that Jesus is made to say to the dis- 
ciples either (a) that they knew not that they were allowing themselves to 
be guided by a wholly different spirit from that of Elijah (see as early as 
Augustine, (. Adimant. 17, Calvin, Grotius : ‘‘ Putatis vos agi Spiritu bie: 
quali olim Elias... ; sed erratis. Habetis quidem ¢7Aov, sed ov Kat éi- 
yvoow, et qui proinde humani est affectus, non divinae motionis”’), ‘‘ Youthink 
that you act with the same Spirit as Elijah formerly... ; but you err. 
You have a certain ‘zeal,’ but ‘not according to knowledge,’ and which 
is therefore of human passion, not of divine impulse,” so in substance Ch. 
F. Fritzsche, also in his Nov. Opusc. p. 264 ; or (0) that they knew not that 
they as His disciples were to follow the guidance of a wholly different ‘spirit 
from that of Elijah,—the evangelical spirit of meekness, not the legal spirit . 
of severity (so Theophylact, Erasmus, Zeger, Jansen, Bengel, and most of 
the later commentators). The view under (a) bears on the face of it the 
motives on which it depends, viz. to avoid making Jesus rebuke the spirit of 
Elijah. The view under (0) is simply in accordance with the words, and is 
to be preferred in the interrogative form, as being more appropriate to the 
earnestness of the questioner ; yet mveiuatoc is not to be explained, as ee 
of the later commentators explain it, of the hwman spirit (‘‘ affectus animi,” 
Grotius), but (rightly, even so early as Euthymius Zigabenus) of the Holy 
Spirit.’ To this objective rvevua the categorical éoré points (which does not 
mean : ye ought to be).? — Ver. 56. érépav] into a village which was not Sa- 
maritan. Theophylact : dre oik édéFavto avrév, ovde etoqAOev ec Lapdperar, 
‘because they did not receive Him, He did not even enter Samaria.” Thus 
the journey at its very commencement diverged from the direct course that 
had been decided on (in opposition to Wieseler, p. 326). To suppose the 
further progress of the journey through Samaria (in this place consequently 
Schenkel misplaces the incident in John iv.) is altogether without authority 
in the text. 
Vv. 57-60. See on Matt. viii. 19-22, who has placed the incidents earlier. 
These little narratives circulated probably in general without definite histor- 


1 Todro yap ayaddy éore kat aveéixaxoy, ‘For from what He was in the old prophets, see- 
this is good and forbearing,’’ Euthymius ing that He was in them the instrument of 
Zigabenus. But not as though Jesus indi- the divine chastisement. 
rectly denied to Elijah the Holy Spirit (comp. 2 Asto civai zwos, whereby is expressed 
already on i. 17), but in His disciples the the relation of dependence,see on Mark ix. 
Holy Spirit is in His operations different 41, and Winer, p. 176 [E, T. 195]. 
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ical arrangement. [See Note LXXXIL., p. 879.] Arbitrarily enough, Lange’ 
finds the three unnamed ones that follow, vv. 57, 59, 61, in Judas Iscariot, 
Thomas, and Matthew. According to Luke, they were assuredly none of 
the twelve (vi. 13 ff.). — ropevouéven avtav] to wit, eic érépay kdunv, ver. 56. 
— év 7H 606] is to be taken with what follows (Lachmann). If, as is usually 
the case, it were connected with op. air., it would simply be useless. — 
areAQbvtt] Case of attraction, Kithner, II., p. 344. — Ver. 60. dedyyedre x.7.A.] 
announce everywhere (dia, comp. Rom. ix. 17) the kingdom of God, the immi- 
nent establishment of the Messiah’s kingdom. 

Vv. 61, 62. Peculiar to Luke. — arordéacba: x.7.2.] to say farewell to my 
Jfamily. Comp. 2 Cor. ii. 18, and see on Mark vi. 45; Vulg. : ‘‘renun- 
tiare.”” So also Augustine, Maldonatus, and others. Literally, and likewise 
rightly (see xiv. 33 ; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 24). But the answer of Jesus, 
ver. 62, gives for aordé. the idea of attachment, not of renunciation. — roi¢ 
eic K.T.A., according to the above explanation of arordé., must be masculine 
not neuter. (Vulgate in Lachmann, Augustine, Maldonatus, Paulus.) — <éic] 
not instead of év (thus de Wette, however), but a case of attraction, such as 
we very frequently meet with in the classical writers. The two ideas, arép- 
necbar ele rov oikéy mov and arordé. Toic év TH olkw jtov, are So blended together 
that the former is forced into the latter, and has driven out év for ei¢.? — 
Ver. 62. The meaning of the proverbial saying, in which, moreover, ‘‘cum 
proverbio significatur, cui rei aptetur proverbium,” ‘‘ together with the prov- 
erb there is signified, to what the proverb applies” (Grotius), is, Vo one who 
has offered to labor in my service, and, withal, still attaches his interest to his 
earlier relations (BAérav raduv éxt tov Kéopuov, ‘looking again upon the world,” 
Theophylact), is well fitted (adapted, available) for the kingdom of the Mes- 
siah (to labor for it), Entire devotion, not divided service !* 


Notes py AMERICAN EpIror. 


LXXV. Ver. 10. Bydcaida. 


Weiss ed. Mey. accepts the view that this was Western Bethsaida, admitting 
that Luke has made a mistake. He objects to Meyer’s explanation of the meet- 
ing with the disciples on the eastern side of the Lake as ‘‘a harmonistic inter- 
polation.’”’ But this phrase implies that we have no right to explain the omis- 
sions of one Evangelist by the direct statements of another. Furthermore, if, 
as Weiss confidtntly asserts, Luke used Mark, how could he make this mistake, 
or how could he be ignorant of what Mark telis as occurring in the interval. 
Yet the most conclusive answer to Weiss is this : there is no proof, direct and 
conclusive, that there was a Western Bethsaida ; hence the assumed contradiction 
rests on an unproven topographical theory. (See Mark, Notes XL., LI.) 


1 He—just as arbitrarily, since the brief 2 See in general, Kiihner, IT. p. 318 f., a@ 
narratives omit all such details—represents Xen. Anabd.i. 1.5. Comp. Buttmann, Veudt. 
the first as being of a sanguine, the second Gr. p. 286 [E. T. 332]. 
of a melancholic, the third of a phlegmatic 3 On eis tu BAérevy, oculos aliquo convertere, 
temperament, See Z. J. III. p. 424. see Tittmann, Synon. p. 112. 
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LXXVI. Ver. 17. «aoparov kébpivor dddexa. 


Tisch. VIII. inserts a comma after kAacudrov, to indicate that what follows is 
in apposition with 10 wepioceicay ; so R. V. The dependence of Luke on 
Mark, which Meyer asserts here, is impossible, for in Mark the correct text 
is either: kAaoudtwv dwd. Kodivev mAnpowata (&, Tisch.) or, more probably : 
KAdopata wd. Kodiver rAnpopara (B, partly L A, W. and Hort, R. V.). If the for- 
mer is,correct, Luke agrees with Mark in the form of but one word ; if the 
latter, he differs in every word, besides omitting m/ypoyvara, whatever reading 
be accepted. Such phenomena seem to prove conclusively the independence 
of the Evangelists. 


LXXVII. Vv. 18-20. 


The fact that Luke omits all notice of the events recorded by Mark vi. 45- 
vill. 26, proves a great stumbling-block to the advocates of the theory of his de- 
pendence on the latter. To suppose it due to ‘‘some casualty unknown to us” 
(Meyer) is an easy solution, but it does not help usinany way. Weiss attempts 
to show that it was intentional, but admits that his theory is a pure hypothesis. 
For another and more probable view see Godet, Luke, pp. 261, 262, Am. ed. 
When great divergences appear in the Synoptic narratives the theories respect- 
ing their interdependence must necessarily depend on clever guessing. Yet 
we might at least demand a consistent view from the advocates of these 
theories. ; 

LXXVII. Ver. 22. 6re, «.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey., R. V., and others rightly take 67: as recitative. Meyer's 
view is logically correct, but eizov is the emphatic word, suggesting that what He 
thus said was the reason for the prohibition. So Weiss ed. Mey. substantially. 


LXXIX. Ver. 32. dvaypryophoartec. 


Weiss ed. Mey. rejects Meyer’s view of the meaning of this word, which oc- 
curs nowhere else in the N. T. But he finds it necessary to assert that Luke 
here (and, as he thinks, elsewhere) uses a compound verb inexactly for the 
simple verb. The R. V. text renders: ‘‘ when they were fully awake,” with 
the margin : ‘‘having remained awake.’’ Godet refers the peculiar term to 
“‘ their return to self-consciousness through a momentary state of drowsiness,” 
suggesting that it indicates an awakening of the soul (see his Luke, p. 273, Am. 
ed.). It by no means follows from this expression of Luke that this inci- 
dent ‘belongs to a later form of the tradition,’’ since Mark’s account gives a 
hint of it. 

LXXX. Ver. 44. rove Adyove robrove. 

It is far more natural to refer this phrase to what follows, or to similar inti- 
mations of our Lord’s passion. Weiss ed. Mey. rightly regards Meyer’s view 
as ‘‘singular,”’ 

LXXXT. Ver. 51 ff. The Journey to Jerusalem. 


The division of Luke’s Gospel which begins here and extends to chap. xviii. 
14 presents great difficulties, alike to the harmonist and to the critic. Matthew 
and Mark are silent respecting most of the events here narrated, and John, 
while he probably gives in detail much that occurred after the final departure 
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from Galilee, does not present a parallel account. Meyer’s view of the journey 
in general may well be accepted, but his objections to the various harmonistic 
schemes necessarily imply that Luke is unhistorical in many of his statements. 
(We can only refer the reader to the harmonies for a discussion of the questions 
which arise ; especially, however, to Andrews, Life of our Lord, p. 346 ff.) It 
will appear, from the notes on the separate sections, that a considerable part 
of this division is made up of incidents that probably belong earlier. 

Godet agrees, in the main, with Meyer, finding here a preaching journey in 
South Galilee and Peraea, which, however, he transfers until after John vii.—x. 
21. Weiss ed. Mey. inserts the following remarks: ‘‘ But it must be mentioned 
that,in any case,there would belong to a proper ‘ report of a journey ’ the marking 
of single stations, which here fails entirely before chap. xviii, 35, where it is 
conditioned through Mark, since even chap. xvii. 11 has evidently only the 
design of explaining the presence of a Samaritan among the Jews in the follow- 
ing account (ver. 16). That ‘a special source containing a journey’ is the basis 
(Meyer) is altogether improbable. . . . But since Luke from chap. xviii. 15 on 
follows Mark up to that point, aside from some insertions from the source 
peculiar to him, he essentially follows the second main source common to him 
and the first Gospel, without its being necessary to assume a later modification 
and transposition of the same (Ewald, Weizsiicker), We have here also a sec- 
ond (greater) insertion from this source, which Holtzmann has indeed attempted 
to essentially reconstruct out of this (comp. against this Weiss, Matt. p. 57 ff.), 
which, however, from the eclectic character of Luke, is only possible to a limited 
extent. The point on which he took up the thread of this source must have 
given occasion, under the certainly erroneous supposition that its material was 
arranged chronologically, to the supposition that what was narrated from this 
point on followed the withdrawal from Galilee (comp. on chap. ix. 57, x. 18 ff.). 
So he gives all derived from this source, together with that taken from Mark 
x. 13 ff., asa description of the activity of Jesus outside of Galilee (to which 
Mark x. 1 really belongs), which presented itself to him as a continuous circuit 
of Jesus, having its goal in Jerusalem (ix. 51, xiii, 22, xvii. 11, xviii. 31, xix. 
Tape 

It may be questioned whether harmonistic invention, ancient or modern, has 
devised any theory for which there is so little support as this. It assumes that 
Luke was misled by both his sources “and made up a patchwork of narrative, 
which he joined together by notices due entirely to his own misconception. 
The Tiibingen critics at least gave the Evangelists the credit of havinga definite 
purpose ; this criticism invents sources and then denies that the Evangelists 
knew how to use them. 


LXXXII. Vv. 57-62. 


The position assigned by Matthew (just before the departure to Gadara) 
seems the more probable one, Luke places the incidents here because they 
seem appropriate to the final departure from Galilee, with which the third 
incident (vv. 61, 62) may have been actually connected. Weiss ed. Mey. 
thinks vv. 57-60 were derived from ‘the Apostolic source,” and seeks, by a 
comparison of the Synoptists, to sustain the theory indicated in Note LXXXT. 
Comp. his Matthew, pp. 29, 30, 237. It may be added that few conjectures in 
interpretation are so utterly baseless as that of Lange respecting these three 
persons. 
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CHAPTER X. 


Ver. 1. [kai before érépovc is wanting in B L, Copt., etc., omitted by W. and 
Hort, R. V., suspected by Weiss. ] — éGdou7jnovta] B D M, 42, Syr.ce™ Perss. Arm. 
Vulg, Cant. Vere. Colb, For. Rd. Sax. and many Fathers add dio here, and most 
of them likewise at ver. 17 ; Lachmann has adopted the latter in brackets. [W. 
and Hort insert in both places in brackets; R. Y. notes the addition in the 
margin.] Supposed to be a more exact fixing of the number in accordance with 
the relation (12 times 6). — Ver. 2. Instead of the first ody, Lachm. Tisch. have 
dé; see on vi. 9. [So recent editors, following 8 B D L, 1, 33, 69, vss.]— Ver. 
3. éyo] is wanting in A B 8, min. Arm. Vulg. ms. codd. of It. Lachm. Tisch. 
It is from Matt. x. 16. —[Ver. 4. Instead of jujdé, Tisch., recent editors, with 8 B 
DL have pf; so R. V.] — Ver. 5. eicépyyode] Here and at ver. 10 eicéAby7e must be 
read, on preponderating evidence. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. 
and Tisch. If it were not original, but an alteration, cloépyyo0e at ver. 8 
would not have been acquiesced in.— Ver. 6f. Lachm. and Tisch. have 
rightly deleted jév after édv, the article before vidc, and éo7i, ver. 7.— 
Ver. 8. 0 dv] Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V., with 8 B C D, etc.] 
have av, according to evidence not preponderating; and how easily the 0, 
that might be dispensed with, would drop away, since already the connecting 
particle was found in xai!— Ver. 11. After iuav Griesb. has added éic¢ rode rédacg 
7uav, in accordance with decisive authorities, among which, however, B D R &, 
min. Sax. It. want yuév, which therefore Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, 
R. V.] have not adopted with the rest. But it was just this word 7juov that occa- 
sioned the omission of the words in question, because the transcriber passed 
on immediately from ivov to 7udév. Hence the reading of Griesbach is to be 
maintained in its integrity. — After jyyicev, Elz. Scholz have é¢’ tuac, in opposi- 
tion to authorities so important that it can only appear as a repetition from 
ver. 9. — Ver. 12. After Aéyw Elz. ['Tisch. VIII. also] has dé (Lachm. in brackets), 
opposed to very important evidence. {A B C L, many others ; recent editors 
reject.] A connective addition. — Ver. 13. éyévovro] B D L 8, min. have éyevj- 
dyoav. So Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepia is from Matt. xi. 21. —Kkadquevac] 
Lachm, and Tisch. have ckadfuevor, in accordance with decisive evidence. The 
Recepta is @ grammatical alteration. — Ver. 15. 7 éw¢ rod ovpavod iwdeioa] 
Lachm. Tisch. have py éo¢ oipavod tyoSfhon, in accordance with B DL & 8, 
Syr.ctr Aeth. Copt. It. To be rejected as at Matt. xi. 24. [So Weiss; but Treg., 
W. and Hort, R. V., follow the oldest authorities. ] — Ver. 19. didwe.] Tisch. has 
dédwxa, following B C* L X 8, vss. Or. Caes. Bas. Cyr. Epiph. Chrys. Rightly ; 
the present tense more readily occurred to the transcribers. — adccjon] Lachm. 
and Tisch, have advxjoeu, on authority so important that ad:cjon must be regarded 
as a grammatical alteration. — Ver. 20. After yaip. dé Elz. has naAdov, in oppo- 
sition to largely preponderating evidence. An addition for toning down the 
expression. — Instead of éypdgy Tisch. has éyyéyparra, following B L X 8, 1, 
33, Eus. Bas. Cyr. [Tisch. VIII. adopts, with 8 B, the form évyéyparra: ; recent 
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editors, R. V., accept the compound perfect.] But the compound, as well as 
the perfect tense, looks like a more precise definition of the original éypde7. — 
Ver. 21. After tvetpare BC DK LX Z IL, min. vss. (even Vulg. It.) have 76 
ayiy, Adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. A pious addition ; 
the transcribers would hardly have omitted the adjective, especially as in ver. 
20 7a mvebuara had just gone before in an entirely different sense. — Ver. 22 is 
introduced in Elz. Scholz, Lachm. [Tisch. VIII.] by kai orpagetc zpde rove uadyrac 
éixe. ‘The words are to be retained, in opposition to Griesb.; they are wanting 
inBDLM =, min. vss. (even Vulg. codd. of It.) Ir., but they were omitted 
partly in accordance with Matthew, partly because, on account of ver. 23, they 
seemed inappropriate in this place. [Rejected by recent editors, R. V.] If they 
had been adopted out of ver. 23, kav’ idfav also, which in ver, 23 is omitted only 
by D, vss., would have been taken up with them, and the words would be 
wanting in ver. 23 in one set of the authorities. —[Ver. 25. Recent editors, 
R. V., with 8 B L., Copt., omit «ai before Aéyov.] — Ver. 27. Lachm. and Tisch. 
have, indeed, é éAne r. capdiac o., but then év bay T. Wuyi o. K. Ev OAn T. loybic. K. 
év bAn tT. Otavoia o., on evidence so important that the Recepta, which throughout 
reads éx, must be traced to the LXX. D, min. It. have throughout év, from 
Matt. xxii. 37. — Ver. 29. dicaovv] Lachm. Tisch. have dicacéoa, on decisive 
evidence. — Ver. 30. [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8* B C*, omit 
6é after brodaBév.] — rvyyxévovra] deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance 
with BDL 8, min. Copt. Arm. Vulg. It. It was altogether superfluous, and 
was therefore passed over ; there was no motive for adding it. [Rejected by 
recent editors, R. V.]— Fora similar reason yevduevoc, ver. 32, is to be main- 
tained, in opposition to Tisch. [Tisch. VIII. restores it, but recent editors, 
R. V., with B L, 1, 33, Copt., omit.]— Ver. 33. airér] is wanting in BOL & ¥&, 
1, 33, 254, Vere. Vind. Colb. Rd. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. 
Rightly. It is from ver. 31. — Ver. 35. éeA0dv] is wanting in BDL K&R, 
min. Syr. Arr. Perss. Aeth. Copt. Vulg. It. Chrys. Condemned by Griesb. and 
Schulz (by the latter as ‘‘ vox molestissima’’), deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. 
[The evidence against the word is deemed decisive by recent editors, R. V.] 
To be maintained. The similar é«3a26v which follows occasioned the omission 
of the word, which, besides, appeared cumbrous. — Ver. 36. oiv] bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch., in accordance with BL = 8, min. vss. A connec- 
tive addition. The arrangement rAnotov doKei cot (Elz. Lachm. have dox. o. AHO.) 
is decisively attested. —[Ver. 38. Treg. text, W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. (against 
Tisch.) read (with » B L, 33, Copt.) Ev dé +O ropeveoat avtoi¢ aitéc. ] — Instead 
of rapaxaSicaca, read, with Tisch. in ver. 39, rapaxabecdeica, in accordance 
with ABC*L ZS. The Recepiais the easier reading. — [Recent editors, R. V., 
accept zpéc instead of capa, and in vv. 39 and 41 substitute «vp. for Ijc., with 
S B* L, etc.]—Ver. 41. rup8aly] Lachm. has Sopuaty, in accordance with B 
CDL 8, 1, 33, Bas. Evagr, [So Tisch. and all recent editors, R, V.] An inter- 
pretation in accordance with the frequently occurring 3dpuB0c,— The reading 
bltyor 0é got ypsia 7) Evdc (B C** L_ &, 1, 33, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Arr. Fathers) 
[W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. marg.] and similar readings have originated from 
the explanation which takes the passage as meaning one dish. 


Ver. 1. The appointment and mission of the Seventy are transferred by 
Luke to this last journey of Christ. and are narrated as if they were sup- 
posed by the author to have some reference to ix. 52 (axéoresAev . . . avrov). 
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Hence : «ai [see critical note] érépovc, which does not refer to the Twelve 
(Bleek and others), but to the intimation, which is nearer to it, both in 
place and meaning in ix. 52 ; and yerd raira, which points back to ix. 57— 
62, although de Wette regards the reference as obscure and inappropriate. 
With arbitrary erroneousness Olshausen says that in this communication 
there is adopted a fragment from an earlier period, and that pera raira is 
not chronological (after this, see v. 27, xviii. 4), but besides (following 
Schleiermacher, p. 169). —dvédevtev] renuntiavit, He announced them as 
nominated, Acts i. 24 ; 2 Macc. ix. 25, x. 11, xiv. 26 ; 3 Esdr. 1. 37, ii. 3; 
occurs often in the classical writers ; comp. dvddecéic, i. 80. — éBdoufxovra] 
In accordance with the apostolic number of twelve, so far as this had refer- 
ence to the tribes of the people, it is probable that Jesus had in view the 
ancient Hebrew analogue of the seventy (originally seventy-two) elders of 
the people. It is unlikely that there is any reference to the Gentile nations 
numbering seventy, according to Gen. x.,? since there is no mention at all 
of any destination for the Gentiles (a subject on which Luke, least of all, 
would have been silent ; in opposition to Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, 
Gieseler, and others, especially Baur and his school, Késtlin also) ; nay, 
according to ix. 53-56, and according to the particulars of the journey, Sa- 
maria should not at all be regarded (in opposition to Wieseler, p. 326 f., 
Baur, and others) as the theatre of their ministry. Moreover, no reference 
is to be assumed (as with Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Valla, and 
others) to the seventy palm-trees of Ex. xv. 27.—oi] see Winer, p. 419 
[E. T. 472]. Lange, Il. p. 1057 f., is wrong in explaining : into the places 
which He had Himself previously designed to visit; that Jesus, namely, sent 
the Seventy through Samaria ; that He Himself did not make this circuit, 
but that, nevertheless, He was not willing to give up the Samaritan people 
(as representatives of the seventy Gentile nations), and therefore determined 
to convey the gospel to them by means of the Seventy. Against this inven- 
tion of a ‘‘ generous revenge,” mpd rpoodrov aitov and the imperfect j#yedrev 
are decisive. In general it is a mistake to assume that the mission of the 
Seventy went beyond the bounds of Judaism—on which assumption Baur and 
his school base the supposed Pauline tendency of the narrative. The region 
of the Samaritans is scarcely trodden before it is again forsaken, ix. 56, 
prior to the appointment of the Seventy. Weiss in the Stud. u. EKrit. 1861, 
p. 711, is right in saying : ‘‘ Of any appointment of the seventy disciples 
for Samaria, or for the heathen world at all, there is not a single word said.” 
Comp. Holtzmann, p. 393. 


Remarx.—The narrative of the Seventy has been relegated into the unhistorical 
domain by Strauss, de Wette, Gfrérer (Jahr. d. Heils, II. p. 371), Theile (z. Biogr. 
J. p. 51 f.), von Ammon (L. J. IL. p. 355 ff.), Baur (Hvang. p. 498 ff.), Schweg- 
ler, Bruno Bauer, Késtlin, Zeller, Ritschl, and others. [See Note LXXXIIL, p. 
335.] But (1) as they accept the position that this was only a temporary and 
special appointment for the present journey, and not a permanent function, 


1 See Ewald, Alterth. p. 284 f.; Saalschiitz, 2? Hisenmenger, Hntdeckt. Judenthum, Il. 
Mos. 2. p: 89. p. 3, 736 f.; Gieseler, Versuch, p. 128. 
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ver. 1, the silence of the rest of the evangelists, who indeed have not in gen- 
eral the detailed thread of this journey, as well as the silence of the subsequent 
history about their doings, is very easy to understand. — (2) That Jesus in 
general had around Him a larger circle of constant disciples, besides the Twelve, 
from whom He could appoint seventy for a special commission, is in itself, and 
from the evidence of such passages as Acts i. 15, 21, 1 Cor. xv. 6, as well as 
John vi. 60, not to be doubted. — (3) The tradition would hardly have restrained 
itself within these narrow limits, but would have gone further than simply 
to allow the Seventy to be appointed and sent forth, and then to return and 
vanish ; and would especially have passed over into the apostolic history. — 
(4) That Jesus gave them a commission similar to that which He gaye the 
Twelve, arose from the similar character of their temporary relation, in respect 
whereof, moreover, it is to be conceded that the tradition involuntarily mingles 
elements out of the two commissions.! — (5) If the narrative had been, as has 
been supposed (see especially Baur, Evang. p. 485 ff., 498 ff.), an invention 
of the author, intended typically to keep the apostolic call of Paul in inces- 
sant contrast with that of the Twelve, it would have been just as necessary as 
it was easy to the inventor to relate what they did, or at least to inweave into 
the commission characteristic references to the ministry of Paul, yet these are 
entirely wanting (comp. rather xxiv. 47 f.; Acts i. 8); moreover, the Acts of the 
Apostles would not have been perfectly silent about the Seventy. In like 
manner as Bauer, Késtlin also, p. 267 f., judges, deriving the narrative, as an 
account typically prefiguring the mission to the heathen,? from the supposed 
Gospel of Peter, without, however, acquiescing in the opposition to the Twelve 
asserted by Baur. Ewald (Hvang. p. 285, Gesch. Chr. p. 349), with whom in 
substance Holtzmann, p. 392 f., agrees, refers the narrative toa later period, 
in which the gradual disappearance of the Twelve gave to the Lord’s remaining 
companions so much more importance, that what was at first true only of the 
Twelve was involuntarily transferred to a wider circle ; comp. also Weizsicker, 
p- 161 f.,409f. But against this also the reasons specified under 1-4 hold good. 
Ewald, in his Gesch. d. Apost. Zeitalt. p. 158, supposes that they belonged to 
the hundred and twenty persons mentioned in Acts i. 15. — The purpose of the 
mission was not in any way to further the personal faith of those who 
were sent (Hase, p. 200; Krabbe, p. 306), but, asis evident from the commis- 
sion itself (see especially ver. 9), to prepare, by miraculous cures and by 
preaching, for the imminent advent of the Messiah. This entire journey of 
Jesus was intended to afford the people an opportunity for a final decision 
before the Lord’s departure from what had up to this time been His field of 
action, and to be in every quarter that Messianic entry which culminated in the 
final entry into Jerusalem. This function of forerunners, which, according to 
ver. 1, was held in that respect by the Seventy, is at variance neither with ver. 
7, which assumes no relatively long sojourn, but only forbids the change of 


1 According to Baur, elements of the 
commission given to the 72velve are trans- 
ferred tendentially by the evangelist to the 
discourse to the Seventy, in order to give 
the preference to the latter, as being the 
true and genuine disciples. Comp. also 
Baur, Das Christenthum der dret ersten 
Jahrh. p. 76 f.; Hilgenfeld, Zvang. p. 183 ff. 


See, in general, against such supposed ten- 
dencies of Luke in regard to the primitive 
apostles, Holtzmann, p. 394 f.; Weiss, 
p. 709 ff. Weizsiicker, p. 163, rightly empha- 
sizes the fact that itis just these sayings 
which, in an eminent measure, must have 
been the common property of tradition, 
2 Comp. Weizsicker, p. 409. 
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quarters, nor with the return at ver. 17, which was necessary for pointing out 
the route of the journey.—The source from which Luke derived the section is 
none other than that of the entire narrative of the journey (see on ix. 51). 
That he gave to a fragment of the Logia ‘‘an expansion of the original title, 
from a mere calculation of what was probable,’’ is too hastily concluded by 
Holtzmann, p. 146. 


Ver. 2. Comp. Matt. ix. 87 f. First of all, Christ makes them appre- 
hend the greatness of their task, and (ver. 3) their risk, and then gives them 
(ver. 4 ff.) rules of conduct.’— diy] notwithstanding your numbers, ye 
are still far from sufficient? rpod¢ 7d TAHbo¢ TOv peAAdvtwav TiotTebev, ‘in refer- 
ence to the multitude of those who are to believe” (Huthymius Zigabenus) ! 
— éxGdAn| In this is contained the importance, the urgency of the mission : 
should drive forth (comp. on Mark i. 12 ; 1 Macc. xii. 27). 

Ver. 8. See on Matt. x. 16, where zpéSara, appears. A different form of 
the tradition, not to be explained as though Jesus called the Twelve zpéfara 
as being reAevorépove, ‘‘more mature” (Euthymius Zigabenus). Comp. John 
xxi. 15-17. 

Ver. 4. Comp. ix. 3; Matt. x. 9. — BadAdytiov] a purse ; found only in 
Luke in the New Testament, frequently in the Greek writers. The spelling 
with 42 is decisively attested in the New Testament, although in itself the 
spelling with one 42 would be more correct. See Stallbaum, ad Plat. Leg. 1. 
p. 848 D.—pydéva . . . doxdonobe| not a prohibition of the desire of good- 
will (Olshausen, B.-Crusius), or of making a bustle (as Lange conjectures), 
which would have to be found in the context, but which has opposed to it 
Kara tH oddv 3; but a command to make haste, so as to avoid every delay upon 
the road that might not be necessary for the performance of their task. In 
this respect there is no need of any reference to the circumstantial modes of 
greeting (embraces, benedictions, kisses, and the like). Comp. 2 Kings iv. 
29. Jesus impresses on them the properare ad rem! in accordance with the 
object of the mission, vv. 1, 9, and in a concrete form, which should not 
be pressed to a literal meaning. Theophylact well says: dvd 1d wy dro- 
cxorsioba rept aviparivove doracpotc Kal dAogpovhaerc, Kal éx TOUTOV TpdC TI K4pvy ua 
iurodilecba, ‘that they might not take leisure for human greetings and 
friendlinesses, and thus be hindered in their preaching.” 

Vv. 5, 6. See on Matt. x. 12 f. — The construction eic fv «.7.4. is the same 
as in ver. 8. Comp. on Matt. x. 14. — vide eipfync] a son of salvation, i.e., one 
who is fit to receive salvation, not different in substance from the doc in 
Matthew. Its opposite is vldc dpyye (Eph. ii. 8), rH¢ amwdreiac (John xvii. 12), 


1 But the prohibition against going to the 
heathensand the Samaritans, Matt. x.5, He 
does not give to the Seventy, and that for 
the simple reason that they had precisely 
to make the journey only as it was defi- 
nitely marked out to them in ver. 1 (through 
Galilee). For this that prohibition would 
not have been at all appropriate. 

2 According to Weiss, Jesus, in respect of 


dA‘you, must have thought originally of-Him- 
self, while Luke thought of the Twelve. 
The former view contradicts the words of 
the passage, the latter the context. But 
that the discourse was originally addressed 
to the Twelve does not follow from xxii. 35, 
for the passage there alluded to is to be 
sought in ix. 3 (although with certain coin- 
cidences from x. 4). 
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tao areBeiag (Eph. v. 6), yeévvye (Matt. xxiii. 15). Comp. in general on Matt. 
vili. 12. 

Ver. 7. Comp. ix. 4; Matt. x. 11. — év air® 02 7H oixia] not : in eadem au- 
tem domo (Vulgate, Luther, Bleek), but as it. does not run év rf abrq oikia: 
but in the house (in question) itself, which has inhabitants so worthy. — pévere] 
the more specific explanation py petaBaivere «.t.A. follows.!—ré rap’ aitov] 
that which is theirs (comp. Mark v. 26). See Bernhardy, p. 255. Not dif- 
ferent from this is ra raparibéueva iuiv, ver. 8. The messengers were to partake 
without hesitation of the provisions of the people, for, etc. This statement 
of the reason, however, should have prevented Baur from explaining it of 
the unhesitating partaking of heathen meats (according to 1 Cor. ix. 7 f., x. 
27), even apart from the fact that no mention is made of heathen houses at 
all.? 

Vv. 8, 9. Ida] It is seen from this that in the direction previously given, 
ver. 5 ff., Jesus had contemplated villages and single dwelling-houses. 
[See Note LXXXTYV., p. 395.] Thus ver. 5 ff. corresponds to the «ai rérov, and 
ver. 8 ff. to the rédw, ver. 1. —xai déy. tyu.] a transition into the demonstra- 
tive expression instead of the continuance of the relative form ; comp. 
Bremi, ad Dem. Ol. p. 177; Buttmann, Weut. Gr. p. 328 [E. T. 383]. — 
éoOiere| as though xa? édv «.7.2. had been previously said. An emphatic an- 
acoluthon. See Bornemann, Schol. p. 65 f. —atroic] the inhabitants. Comp. 
déyovta. — wyytxev] a promise of participation in the kingdom of Messiah 
near at hand. On é¢’ juac, comp. Matt. xii. 28; Ps. xxviii. 2; 1 Macc. v. 
40, 42. 

Vv. 10, 11. Comp. ix. 5; Matt. x. 14. The refusal to receive them is 
represented as following immediately wpon their entrance ; hence the present 
elaépy. The representation of ver. 8 was different : eicéA0nre (see the crit- 
ical remarks). — é&e/06vrec] out of the house into which ye have entered. — 
ipuiv| so that ye should have it again ; a symbol of the most contemptuous 
renunciation, asin Matthew. — jyyccev x.7.4.] a threatening reference to their 
penal exclusion from the salvation of the kingdom. See ver. 12 ff. Observe 
that é¢’ uae is wanting this time ; see the critical remarks. 

Ver. 12. Comp. Matt. x. 15. 

Vv. 138-15. See on Matt. xi. 21-24. Luke has not here any mistaken 
reminiscence (de Wette), but the disaster of these Galilaean cities lay suffi- 
ciently close to the heart of Jesus to force from Him the denunciation of 
woe more than once, and here, indeed, in very appropriate connection, since 
this woe brings into the light and confirms what has just been said at ver. 12 
by the example of the cities which had rejected Jesus Himself. — caOjuevor 
(see the critical remarks) : the inhabitants, namely. Sce Buttmann, Weut. 
Gram. p. 114 [E. T. 130]. 

Ver. 16. Comp. Matt. x. 40; John xiii. 20, xii. 48. A confirmation in 
principle of the fact that He placed on equal grounds the cities that reject 


1 As to éodovtes, as itis also to be read p. 234; Hilgenfeld, Huang. p. 183, and Weiz- 
here, see on vii. 33. sicker, p. 163. 
2 This is also in opposition to Késtlin, 
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them with those that reject Himself. In the second part the saying rises to a 
climax (afer. r. door. pe). A deepening of the emotion ; a solemn conclusion. 
Vy. 17-20. The fact that the account of the return of the Seventy follows 
immediately cannot prove that in the history of this journey (from ix. 51 
onward) Luke is not holding the chronological thread (Olshausen). In ac- 
cordance with the purpose of the mission (ver. 1), some must have returned 
very soon, others later, so that Jesus might anticipate the return of one por- 
tion of them before the return of those who had gone farther, and Luke might 
equally exclude the summary narration of the return without passing over 
anything of importance that intervened. — xa? ra daiévia «.t.2.] over which 
He had not given to them, as He had to the Twelve (ix. 1), an express 
authority : ‘‘Plura in effectu experti sunt, quam Jesus expresserat,” ‘‘ They 
attempted more in their doings than Jesus had expressed,” Bengel. This is 
necessarily implied in cai ; but it is not to be inferred, as Késtlin assumes, 
that Luke regarded the casting out of demons as the highest yapioua. —év ro 
oven. o.| by means of Thy name, by the fact of our utterance of it. Comp. 
on ix. 49; Matt. vii. 22. Otherwise in Mark xvi. 17. — Ver. 18. This I 
saw happen in this wise when I sent you forth (éeépovrv, imperf.) ! This 
your victorious agency against Satan (whose servants the demons are) was 
not hidden from me. J beheld at that time (in the spirit, in idea) Satan fallen 
like a lightning flash from heaven, i.e., | then! perceived the swift overthrow 
of Satan from his lofty power, in so lively a manner that it presented itself 
to me in my inward perception, as if he were like a flash of lightning (so 


) Without any ground in the context, first began. The explanation is therefore 


éSewpovrv has been dated farther back in 
various ways. Lange, Z. J. II. 2, p. 1070f. 
(comp. also Philippi, Glawbenslehre, III. 
p. 308), refers it to the demptation in the desert, 
and conceives that with the rebuke of 
Christ, Get thee hence from me! Satan was 
“cast forth from the heavenly circle of 
Christ and His people.’’? Gregory Nazian- 
zen and other Fathers, Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, Maldonatus, and others, refer it to 
the time of Christ’s incarnation, by which 
Satan was cast down, a result which Christ 
here describes as a ‘‘ dux belli suas narrans 
victorias,” “leader in war narrating his 
victories’? (Maldonatus). Other Fathers, 
including Origen and Theophylact, Eras- 
mus and others, refer it to the fall of the 
devil by sin, whereby he lost his place in 
heaven. Thus also Hofmann, Schriftbew. 
I. p. 4483, who indeed would have ‘ the fall 
from heaven” to signify only the loss of 
the fellowship of the supramundane life of 
God (p. 458). According to this, the imper- 
fect’ must have its reference to a fact of 
which Christ was a witness when He was 
still the Adyos adoapkos. But against the ex- 
planation of Satan’s fall by sin, it is deci- 
sive that with this overthrow of Satan his 
power on earth was not broken, but it then 


quite opposed to the connection in which 
our passage stands, since Jesus is not at all 
desirous of warning against arrogance (the 
view of many Fathers), but must certainly 
be speaking of the destruction of the devil’s 
power, of the overthrow of the devilish 
strength. Hence also Hilgenfeld is quite 
mistaken, Hvang. p. 184, in making it refer 
to Rev. xii. 9, saying that Jesus saw how 
the devil ‘‘even now is working with spe- 
cial energy upon the earth,” that with the 
near approach of the passion of Jesus (not 
for the first time shortly before the last day) 
came therefore the point of time when the 
devil, who had been driven out of the field, 
should develop his power anew. More- 
over, Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 1. p. 342, rightly 
referring eeHpovy to the time of sending out 
the Seventy, finds the meaning to be: I 
beheld Satan descend from heaven with the 
rapidity of lightning to hinder your work ; 
but fear ye not, behold I give you power, 
etc. In accordance with the context, 
megov7a must mean the knocking down of 
the devil, not his descent from heaven ; 
but the connection which Hahn makes with 
ver. 19 is neither intimated (in any wise by 
arr idod «.7.A.), nor does it suit the correct 
reading Sédwxa, 
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swift, so momentary !) hurled out of heaven (xecdvra, not the present). The 
whole reply of Jesus (comp. vv. 19, 20) is rich in imagination, full of vivid 
imagery, confirming the triumphant assertion of the disciples in equally 
joyous excitement.’ Comp. Rev. xii. 9 ; and on the fact itself, John xii. 31, 
where no more than here is intended any allusion to the downfall of the 
hierarchical party (Schenkel). He does not mean to speak of a vision (von 
Ammon, L. J. I. p. 359), since such a thing nowhere occurs in His expe- 
rience, inasmuch as in consideration of His direct perception He had no 
need of such intermediate helps ; but He means an intuition of His knovwl- 
edge, and speaks of it under a vivid, lifelike form, which the imagination is 
able to grasp. The relative tense éedpovv might also be referred to the 
time of the disciples’ ministry (de Wette, Bleek, Schegg [Weiss ed. Mey.] ; 
comp. Bengel, tentatively, ‘‘ qwwm egistis,” ‘“ when you acted)” ; yet this is 
the less appropriate to the assertion of the instantaneous zeodvra, and to the 
comparison with the lightning’s flash, that the ministry of the Seventy 
lasted for a time. —The representation é rod oipavod recdvta® does not in 
any way presuppose Satan’s abode in heaven (as to Paul’s representation of 
the abode of the demons in the atmosphere, see on Eph. ii. 2), but corre- 
sponds to the thought of highly exalted power, as above, ver. 15, and Isa, 
xiv. 12; the representation, however, of its swiftness and suddenness by 
comparison with a flash of lightning was by reason of the roi oipavod as nat- 
ural and appropriate as is the comparison of the lightning in Matt. xxiv. 27. 
— Ver. 19. According to the reading dédwxa (see the critical remarks), Jesus 
gives them not a mere supplementary explanation (objection by de Wette), 
but He explains to them what a much greater power still they had received 
from Him and possessed (perfect) than that which they had experienced in 
the subjection of the demons. This investiture with power occurred before 
the sending of them forth, although it is not expressly mentioned in the 
commission, ver. 2 ff.; but it was left to become clear to their consciousness 
through experience, and they had already partially begun to be conscious of 
it in the subjection of the demons to their power. — roi rareivy ixdvo b¢eur x. 
cxopr.| a figurative description (in accordance with Ps. xci. 13, and see the 
Rabbinical passages in Wetstein) of the dangerous Satanic powers, which the 
Seventy were to tread under their fect, as warriors do their conquered foes 
(Rom. xvi. 20). —x«ai] and generally. —The emphasis of the discourse as it 
advances lies on racav and oidév. —Tov éxOpov] of the enemy, of whom our 
Lord is speaking, and that is none other than Satan. *— ovdév] is the accu- 


1 Against this view Hofmann objects that 
it is foreign to the connection (wherefore ?), 
and that it gives to the mission an impor- 
tance that does not belong to it. But was 
it then something of little importance to 
send forth seventy new combatants against 
Satan’s power? Could not the commander 
of this new warrior band behold, in the 
spirit, when He sent them forth, the devil’s 
overthrow? 

2ék« tod ovpavod is not to be taken with 
aotparyy, as Schleiermacher would haye it, 


who, moreover, takes pains in his Vories. 7b. 
dad. L. J. p. 333 ff., with subtlety at variance 
with true exegesis, to exclude the doctrine 
of the devil from the teaching of Jesus. 
He says that Jesus speaks of the devil ac- 
cording to a current representation,—just 
as people speak of ghosts, without beliey- 
ing in their reality, and as we say that the 
sun rises, though everybody knows that 
the sun does not in reality rise. 

8 Comp. Test. XII. Patr. p. 657: 


Karévarvte Tis 


TPOTEXETE 


éavTols amd TOU Satava... 
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sative neuter ; and in nothing will it (the divapcc roi éxOpot) harm you ; comp. 
Acts xxv. 10; Gal. iv. 12; Philem. 18; Wolf, ad Dem. Lept. p. 343. — 
adexfoee (see the critical remarks) : as to the future after ov uj, see on Matt. 
xxvi. 85 ; Mark xiv. 81. —Ver. 20. Nevertheless your rejoicing should 
have for its object a higher good than that authority over spirits. Theo- 
phylact well says : radetuv dé avtode pq irbydogpoveiv, dyct KAqv Ev TOUTY K.T.A., 
‘‘But training them not to be high-minded, he says : howbeit in this, etc.” 
In accordance with his presuppositions, Baur, Hvang. p. 489, thinks that the 
evangelist had Rev. xxi. 14 in view, and that he ina partisan spirit referred ' to 
the Seventy the absolute significance in respect of the kingdom of God which 
the apocalyptic writer attributes to the Twelve. — ju) yaipere «.7.2.] rejoice not 

. . but rejoice. Not arelative (non tam . guam, *“‘not so much as,” 
see Kuinoel, de Wette, and many others), but an absolute negation with 
rhetorical emphasis (Winer, p. 439 [E. T. 495]), although ‘‘ gaudium non 
vetatur, sed in ordinem redigitur,” ‘‘the joy is not forbidden, but reduced 
into order,” Bengel. —érz ra dvdu. x.7.2.] an embodiment of the thought : 
that ye are destined by God to be in the future participators in the eternal Messi- 
anic life, in accordance with the poetic representation of the Book of Life 
kept by God,? in which their names had been written (éypd¢y). The pre- 
destination thereby set forth is that which occurred before the beginning of 
time in Christ (Eph. i. 4). See on Phil. iv. 3. 

Vv. 21, 22. See on Matt. xi. 25-27.3 [See Note LXXXV., p. 396.] Luke 
places this thanksgiving prayer in immediate chronological connection (in 
the same hour) with the return of the Seventy. Theophylact says : dorep 
matnp ayabos raidag Wav Katopfmcavtac TL, obTW Kal 6 CwTAP ayaAAETaL bTL TOLOUTWY 
ayalov 7&tOOnoav ol arécroda, ‘‘As a good father when seeing his sons suc- 
ceeding in something, so the Saviour rejoices, because the apostles were 
deemed worthy of such good things.” Still this chronological position is 
hardly the historical one. See on Matt. —7r rvebuare] not the Holy Spirit 
(see the critical remarks). Comp. i. 47. It is His own rveiua dywobvye, 
Rom. i. 4. The opposite of this, 7yaA. r. rv., occurs in John xi. 38. — 
tavra] findsin Luke its reference in érz ra évéuata bydv «.t.A., ver. 20, and is 
hence to be understood * of the knowledge of the life eternal in the kingdom 
of Messiah (comp, vill. 10: yrdvar Ta prorhpia tie BactAsiac), — Ver. 22. Kat 


Bactreias tod éxSpod oryjcetar. Matt. xiii. Matt. x. 20, xviii. 14, xxiii. 9), and on the 


20); LyPet. va8, 

1 Which, however, by a glance at Rey. 
iii. 5, xvii. 8, is shown to be erroneous. 
Moreover, according to Weizsicker, vv. 18- 
20 are said to be of the “ latest origin.” 

DEX axe. Be £15) Psilixixa 20h wlsay tyes 
Phil. iv. 3; Rev. iii. 5; comp. on Matt. v. 12. 

3 Keim, Geschichtl. Christus, p. 51, sees 
here the climax reached of the consciousness 
of the divine Sonship, and that hence there 
now appears, instead of the ‘‘ your Father,” 
as hitherto, the designation “my Father.” 
But on the one hand ‘‘ your Father ”’ is still 
said at the same time and later (xii, 30, 32 ; 


other Jesus, not to mention li. 49, says “‘ my 
Father” even as early as in the Sermon on 
the Mount (Matt. vii. 21). Baur, indeed 
(Weutest. Theol. p. 86), knows no other way 
of getting rid ofthe offence which this ex- 
pression of Matt. vii. 21 gives him than by 
attributing the words to a /dater period of 
the ministry of Jesus. Itis easy in this way 
to set aside what will not fit into our no- 
tions. 

4 Not, of the power over the demons, as 

Vittichen, @d. Idee Gottes als des Vaters, 1865, 
p. 80, wishes to have it. To that also be- 
longs mavra, ver, 22. 
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otpagelc k.7.A.] (see the critical remarks). [See Note LXXXV., p. 396.] 
From the prayer to God He turns in the following words to the disciples (the 
Seventy and the Twelve). — mpoc rove waf.] belongs to orpagefc. Comp. vii. 
44, xiv. 25. As tothe idea of the rdvra po raped., which is not, as with 
Baur, Schenkel, and others, to be referred merely to the spiritual and moral 
region, see on Matt. xxviii. 18.—yécxer] That the Marcionite reading 
éyvo is the original one, and not a gnostic alteration, is rendered probable 
by the very ancient date at which it is found (Justin, the Clementines, the 
Marcosites). Comp. on Matt. xi. 27. The gnostic interpretation of gro, 
which is contested by the Clementines (xviii. 13 f.), very easily brought 
about the change into the present tense. See (after Baur, Hilgenfeld, 
Semisch, Késtlin, Volkmar) Zeller, Apostelg. p. 13 f.— ric] in respect of 
His nature, counsel, will, thought, etc. In what way, however, ric éori 6 
rathp is said to be gnostic rather than biblical (K6stlin, p. 161) it is not 
easy to see. The Father who has sent the Son has His perfect revelation 
for the first time in Him. Comp. John xiv. 9. — 6 édv Bob4.] Comp. con- 
cerning the Spirit, 1 Cor. xii. 11. This will of the Son, however, in virtue 
of His essential and moral unity with the Father, is no other than the 
Father’s will, which the Son has to fulfil. Comp. Gess, Pers. Chr. p. 18 f. 
Observe, again, that the negation, which is not to be relatively explained 
away, ovdel¢ . . . et wh, establishes a relation of a unique kind, namely, that 
of the metaphysical fellowship. 

Vv. 23, 24. See on Matt. xiii. 16 f., where the historical connection is 
quite different. [See Note LXXXYV., p. 396.] But the significant beati- 
tude may have been spoken on different occasions, especially with a dif- 
ferent reference of meaning (as here in particular BAérew has a different 
sense from what it has in Matthew). — xa? ortpadete x.7.4.] Here we have a 
further step in the narrative (comp. ver. 22), which is marked by kav’ idiav, 
to be taken along with orpageic. This turning, which excluded the others 
who were present (see ver. 25), is to be regarded as perceptible by the move- 
ment and gesture of the speaker. ‘‘Lucas accurate notare solet pausas et 
flexus sermonum Domini,” ‘‘ Luke is wont to note accurately the pauses and 
turns of the Lord’s discourses,” Bengel. Consequently the reproach of inap- 
propriateness, occasioned by the omission of deire rpdc¢ we ravrec (in Matthew), 
does not touch Luke (Holtzmann, p. 147; Weiss). — kai Baordcic| peculiar 
to Luke. Think of David, Solomon, Hezekiah, and others. —ideiy . . . 
axotere] The point of the contrast varies: to see what ye see... and to 
hear what ye (actually) hear. Comp. on 2 Cor. xi, 29. 

Ver. 25 ff. This transaction is differené from the later narrative of Matt. 
xxii. 35 ff. (Comp. Mark xii. 28 ff.).’ [See Note LXXXVI., p. 396.] The 
fact that the same passages of the law are quoted cannot outweigh the 
difference of time and place, of the point of the question, of the person 
quoting the passages, and of the further course of the conference. Comp. 
Strauss, I. p. 650 f., who, however, also holds Matthew and Mark as dis- 
tinct, and thus maintains three variations of the tradition upon the one sub- 
ject, viz., that Jesus laid stress on the two commandments as the foremost 
of the law ; while Koéstlin, p. 275, supposes that Luke arbitrarily took the 
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question, ver. 25, out of its original place in Matthew and Mark, and him- 
self made it the entire introduction to the parable (ver. 30 ff.). Comp. Holtz- 
mann : ‘two independent sections brought by Luke within one frame.” — 
ixreipdéov avtov] mpoceddxyorv mayievoa Tov Xpiotov elg 70 wavtws emitasac Te 
évarriov TO vouw, ‘‘ He expected to ensnare Christ into enjoining something 
altogether contrary to the law,” Euthymius Zigabenus. As to éxrecpdé, 
to try thoroughly, see ou 1 Cor. x. 9. 

Vv. 26, 27. Mae avaywéoxec] DSP “SD, a customary Rabbinical formula 
to give occasion to a scriptural citation, Lightfoot, p. 794. — roc] how, that 
is, with what words, not instead of ri (Kypke and others). Comp. réc ¢fc, 
mac Aéyete wHc doxeic, and the like. Observe that év 7@ véuw is placed first for 
the sake of emphasis, and that the doubled expression of the question indi- 
cates the urgency of the questioner. Lechler in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 
802, is wrong in explaining the passage as if it were ré¢ od avay. — Ver. 27. 
The lawyer quotes Deut. vi. 5 along with Lev. xix. 18. The Jews had to 
repeat daily morning and evening the former passage, together with Deut. 
xi. 13 ff. (Berac. f. 3. 3; comp. on Mark xii. 29) ; i¢ appeared also on the 
phylacteries (see on Matt. xxiii. 5), but not Lev. xix. 18 ; hence the opinion 
of Kuinoel : ‘‘ Jesum digito monstrasse thecam illam, qua se ornaverat legis 
peritus,” ‘‘that Jesus pointed with His finger to that box with which the 
lawyer had adorned himself,” must be rejected. The reason why the 
lawyer answered entirely in the meaning of Jesus, and especially adds the 
passage from Leviticus, is found in the fact that his attention was directed 
not to what had immediately preceded, but to the problem ri¢ éoré pov rAnoiov 3 
and that he used the question ri rovjoac x.T.42., Ver. 25, only as an Introduc- 
tion thereto. To this question, familiar as he was with the principles of 
Jesus, he must have expected an answer in which the duty of the love of 
one’s neighbor was not wanting, and thereto he would then attach the spe- 
cial question meant to tempt him, viz., ric éori pov rAnoiov; But since the 
dialogue takes such a turn that he himself becomes the respondent, he gives 
the answer which he had expected from Jesus ; and now for his own self- 
justification—to show, to wit, that notwithstanding that correct answer, he 
did not ask his question without reason, but still needs more detailed in- 
struction, he adds the problem under cover of which the temptation was to 
be brought in. The questioner, unexpectedly made to play the part of the 
respondent, thus keeps his object in view with presence of mind and erafti- 
ness, and it can neither be asserted that by his reply, in keeping with the 
meaning of Jesus, he at once gave himself up as a captive (de Wette), nor 
that this reply was not suggested till the question of Jesus was interposed 
(Bleek). 

Vv. 28, 29. Totro rotec] rotro has the emphasis corresponding to the ri of 
ver. 25. — Chon] Conv atdviov kanpovuhoerc, ver. 25. It is thus that Jesus de- 
clared the fundamental law of the divine retribution, as Paul, Rom. ii. 13. 
But as to the manner in which this moral, fundamental law leads to the ne- 
cessity of the righteousness of faith (see on Romans, Joe. cit.), there was no 
occasion for Him to explain further in the presence of the legal tempter. — 
Ver. 29. dixaréoae éavrév] namely, in reference to his question, to prove that 
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he had put it with reason and justice ; see on ver. 26 f.!_ The view that he 
wished to represent himself as being honestly disposed, xvi. 15 (so usually), has 
against it? the purpose with which the scribe had presented himself, é«recpd- 
fwv aizdv, in spite of which he himself has still answered rightly, ver. 27. — 
kai tic x.t.A.] See on the «ai occurring thus abruptly and taking up the other's 
discourse, Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 146 f.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 879 f.; 
‘* Mire ad 7G0¢ facit,” ‘‘He acts wonderfully according to custom,” Bengel. 
— rdyoiov] without an article, hence : who is neighbor tome? * The element of 
temptation consisted in this, that from the mouth of Jesus was expected 
some sort of heterodox reply which should deviate from the Rabbinical defi- 
nition that the Jew’s nearest neighbor is his fellow-Jew. 

Vy. 30, 31. ‘YroAauBdvew, in the sense of ‘‘ taking up the discourse of an- 
other by way of reply,” occurs only here in the New Testament, and hence 
is probably taken by Luke from the source used by him. It is frequent in 
the LXX. (1) and in the classical writers.*— dvOowrd¢ tic] without any 
more definite limitation, which, however, is not to be regarded as inten- 
tional (Paulus thinks that it is meant to intimate that the Samaritan asked 
no questions about his nationality, comp. also Schenkel), but leaves it to be 
understood of itself, by means of the context, that a Jew is meant (not a 
heathen, as Olshausen takes it), in virtue of the contrast between Jew and 
Samaritan. — ‘Tepryo] See on Matt. xx. 29. It was separated from Jerusa- 
lem by a desert region (Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 3), which was unsafe because of 
robbers (Jerome on Jer. iii. 2). It was nota priestly city. —repiérecev] he 
met with robbers, fell among them, as repurinrecy tivi, incidere in aliquem, is 
very often used in the classical writers.’ There is no question here about 
chancing upon unfortunate circumstances, for this would have required the 
dative of an abstract noun (such as cvugoph, tiyn K.T.2.). — ol kal «.7.4.] This 
and the subsequent «ai correspond to one another; ec... et. They took 
his clothes off him in order to rob him of them, and while doing so they 
beat him (because he resisted). The two participles therefore stand in the cor- 
rect sequence of what actually occurred (in opposition to de Wette.) — rvyya- 
vovra] not equivalent to dyra, but: they left him when he was just half dead ° 
(this was the condition to which he was reduced).” [But see critical note. | 
— avrizapylev| ex adverso praeteriit (Winer, dé verb. compos. III. p. 18), he 
passed by on the opposite side. This avr: gives a clear idea of the cold be- 
havior of the hard-hearted passer-by. The word occurs elsewhere only in 
Strat. vii. 2 (Jacobs, Anthol. II. p. 70) and Wisd. xvi. 10 (in which place, 


1 Comp. also Maldonatus, de. Wette, Bleek, 
Schegg. 

2 Lange, L. J. I. p. 1076, conjectures that 
the scribe wished, as the disciples had just 
returned from Samaria, to call Jesus to ac- 
count in respect of this fellowship with the 
Samaritans—which could not be the way 


to life. But the Seventy had not been to 
Samaria at all. Comp. on ver. 1 and ix. 
56. 


3 Comp. ver. 36. See Bornemann, Schol. 
p. 69; Winer, p. 118 f. [E. T. 130]. 


4 Comp. Herod. vii. 101: 0 8¢ broAaBar ey ; 
Dem. 594. 21, 600. 20; Polyb. iv. 85. 4, xv. 8. 1. 

5 Herod. vi. 105, viii. 94, vi. 41; Dem. 1264. 
26; Xen. Anad. vii. 3. 38; Polyb. iii. 53. 6. 

6 The expression makes us feel the wn- 
concernedness of the robbers about the un- 
fortunate man whom they left to his fate 
Just as he was. 

7Comp. Plat. Prot. p. 318 E, and else- 
where. See Ast, Lex. Plat. III. p. 420. 
might have been added besides, Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 277, 


ovTa 
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however, it means ex adverso advenire, ‘‘to arrive over against ;” see 
Grimm).* 

Ver. 32. Observe the climax in the description—having reached the place 
(in question), he went, when he had come (approached) and seen (the state of 
the case), by on the other side.” 

Ver. 34. ’Exiyéwv x.7.A.] while he, as he was binding them up, poured on 
them oil and wine, the ordinary remedy in the case of wounds (see the pas- 
sages in Wetstein and Paulus), which he carried with him for any casual 
need, -— én? ré idiov xrAvoc] on his own beast (his ass), so that thus he himself 
gave up its use. —ravdoyeiov] instead of the Attic ravdoxeiov, Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 307. The word has also passed over into the Rabbinical vocabu- 
lary : P1312, see Lightfoot, p. 799. We must picture to ourselves a cara- 
vanserat, over which presided an ordinary landlord. 

Vv. 35, 36. Eri] as in Mark xv. 1; Acts iii. 1: towards the morrow, 
when it was about to dawn. — é£e2.fér] out of the inn. He gave the money 
to the landlord outside (past participle). The small amount, however, that 
he gave him presupposes the thought of a very early return. — éxBardr] a 
vivid picture ; out of his purse. Comp. Matt. xiii. 52. — rpocdarav.] thou 
shalt have expended in addition thereto, besides.* — éyo] with emphasis ; the 
unfortunate man was not to have the claim made on him. — éravépyeobar} 
signifies ‘‘reditum in eum ipsum locum,” ‘‘ return to this very place,” Titt- 
mann, Synon. p. 282. Very frequently in use in the classical writers, — 
yeyovévar] to have become by what he had done.* Flacius, Olav. IL. p. 3380, 
well says : ‘‘omnes quidem tres erant jure, sed unicus facto aut officio,” 
‘Call three indeed were by law, but only one by deed and service.” — rod 
tures. ei¢ T. A.| who fell among the thieves. See Sturz, Lex. Xen. IL. p. 153. 

Ver. 37. ‘0 moujoac «.7.A.] Bengel : ‘‘ Non invitus abstinet legisperitus ap- 
pellatione propria Samaritae,” ‘‘ Not unwillingly does the lawyer abstain 
from the proper appellation of Samaritan.” On the expression, comp. i. 
72. —7d éAeoc| the compassion related ; kai ob : thou also ; not to be joined to 
ropevov (Lachmann), but to roe. Comp. vi. 31. 


Remarx.—Instead of giving to the theoretical question of the scribe, ver. 29, 
a direct and theoretical decision as to whom he was to regard as his neighbor, 
Jesus, by the feigned (according to Grotius and others, the circumstance actu- 
ally occurred) history of the compassionate Samaritan, with all the force of the 
contrast that puts to shame the cold Jewish arrogance, gives a practical lesson 
on the question: how one actually becomes the neighbor of ANOTHER, namely, by the 
exercise of helpful love, independently of the nationality and religion of the 
persons concerned. And the questioner, in being dismissed with the direction, 
Ka) od Totlet Ouoiwc, has therein indirectly the answer to his question, ric éori pov 
rAnoiov ; namely : Every one, without distinction of people and faith, to whom 
the circumstances analogous to the instance of the Samaritan direct thee to ex- 
ercise helpful love in order thereby to become his neighbor, thou hast to re- 


1 Comp. avrumraprévar, Xen, Anab. iy. 8. 17; vii. 1. 14, and elsewhere. Comp. ver. 83. 
Fell. vy. 4. 88. 3 Lucian, Hp. Sat. xxxix.; Corp. inscr. 108, 8. 
2 On yevou. katd, comp. Herod. iii. 86: as 4 On yiveo@a, in the sense of se praestare, 


KaTa& TOUTO TO XYwployv eyévovTo; Xen. Cyrop. see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anabd. i. 7. 4. 
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gard as thy neighbor, This turn on the part of Jesus, like every feature of the 
improvised narrative, bears the stamp of originality in the prégnancy of its 
meaning, in the insight which suggested it, and in the quiet and yet perfectly 
frank way in which the questioner, by a direct personal appeal, was put to the 
blash.! 


Ver. 38. [See Note LXXXVIL., p. 396.] ’Ev 16 ropetecba] to be under- 
stood of the continuation of the journey to Jerusalem. See ix. 51, 57, x. 1. 
[See also critical note.| But Jesus cannot yet be in Bethany (see xiii. 22, 
xvil. 11), where Martha and Mary dwelt (John xi. 1, xii. 1 f.), and hence it 
is to be supposed that Luke, because he was unacquainted with the more 
detailed circumstances of the persons concerned, transposed this incident, 
which must have occurred in Bethany, and that on an earlier festal journey, 
not merely to the last journey, but also to some other village, and that a 
village of Galilee. The tradition, or the written source, which he followed 
had preserved the fact and the names of the persons, but not the time and 
place of the incident. If we regard Luke as unacquainted with those par- 
ticulars, the absence of all mention of Lazarus is the less surprising, seeing 
that the substance of the history concerns the sisters only (in opposition to 
Strauss, L p. 751).—xai airéc] cat is the usual and after éyévero [but see 
critical note], and airéc brings Jesus Himself into prominence above the 
company of travellers (airotc). He, on His part, without the disciples, went 
into the village and abode at the house of Martha.—The notion that Martha 
was the wife (Bleek, Hengstenberg) or widow (Paulus) of Simon the leper, 
is based upon mistaken harmonistics. See on vii. 36 ff. and Matt. xxvi. 6 f. 
Whether she was a widow at all (Grotius) does not appear. She was the 
housekeeper and manager of the household, and probably the elder sister. 

Vv. 39, 40. Tide} This word usually refers to what follows, but here in a 
vividly realizing manner it points to what has gone before, as sometimes also 
occurs in the classical writers.” —7 xai] cai is not : even (Bornemann), which 
would have no reference to explain it in the context ; but : moreover, bring- 
ing into prominence the fact that Mary, besides whatever else she did in her 
mind after the coming of Jesus, moreover seated herself at His feet, etc. See 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 636. — The form rapaxabecheica] (see the critical remarks), 
from rapaxahéfoua, to sit down near to, belongs to later Greek. Joseph. Antt. 
vi. 11. 9.—Mary sits there as a learner (Acts xxii. 3), not as a companion at 
table (at the right of Jesus, where His outstretched feet were), as Paulus and 


Hom. 34 in Lue., and Theophylact, sub foe. 
Luther also similarly allegorizes in his ser- 
mons. Calvin wisely says: ‘Scripturae 
major, habenda est reverentia, quam ut 
germanum ejus sensum hae licentia trans- 
figurare liceat,”’ ‘‘ There should be a great- 


1 The Fathers, as Origen, Ambrose, Au- 
gustine, Theophylact, Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, have been able to impart mystical 
meanings to the individual points of the his- 
tory. Thus the av6pw7ds ms signifies Adam ; 
Jerusalem, paradise; Jericho, the world; 


the thieves, the demons ; the priest, the daw ; 
the Levite, the prophets; the Samaritan, 
Christ ; the beast, Christ’s body ; the inn, 
the church ; the landlord, the bishop ; the 
Denarii, the Old and New Testaments; the 
return, the Parousia. See especially Origen, 


erreverence for Scripture than allows its 
real sense to be transformed with this li- 
cense.”’ 

2 See Bernhardy, p. 278; Ktihner, ad Xen. 


Mem, 1. 2. 8, iii. 3. 12. 


Ge 
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Kuinoel will have it (women sat at table ; see Wetstein in loc.). For 
the text as yet says nothing of the meai, but only of the hospitable reception 
in general (ver. 38), and, moreover, ver. 40 alludes generally to the attend- 
ance on and entertainment of the honored and beloved Guest, wherein 
Martha was exhausting her hospitality. There is no trace of any reclining 
at table ; the context in «. jxove tr. Ady. avr. points only to the idea of the 
female disciple. — repioractar, in the sense of the being withdrawn from at- 
tention and solicitude by reason of occupations, belongs to later Greek.* The 
expression repl tv, about something, connected with verbs of being busied, of 
taking trouble, and the like, is also very frequent in Greek writers. — karé- 
dure] reliquit ; she had therefore gone away from what she was doing, and 
had placed herself at the feet of Jesus. —iva] therefore speak to her in order 
that. Comp. on Matt. iv. 8. — As to cuvavtiAauBdvecbai tun, to give a hand 
with anybody, i.e., to help anybody, comp. on Rom. viii. 26. 

Vv. 41, 42. Wep? roiAd| Thou art anxious, and weariest thyself (art in the 
confusion of business) about many things, see ver. 40.? — évic dé éore ypeia] A 
contrast with road : but of one thing there is need ; one thing is necessary, 
that is to say, as an object of care and trouble. By these words Jesus, in ac- 
cordance with the context, can mean nothing else than that from which 
Martha had withdrawn, while Mary was bestowing pains upon it—the un- 
dinided devotion to His word for the sake of salvation, although in tenderness 
He abstains from mentioning it by name, but leaves the reference of the ex- 
pression, in itself only general, to be first discovered from the words which 
follow. [See Note LXXXVIIL., p. 396.] In respect of the neuter évdé¢ noth- 
ing is to be supplemented any more than there is in respect of woaad. Fol- 
lowing Gregory, Bede, Theophylact, Zeger, Michaelis, and others (comp. 
Erasmus in the Annotations), Paulus understands : one dish, ‘‘ we need not 
many kinds,” and ryv ayalyy pepida is then taken as meaning the really good 
portion,® which figuratively represents the participation in communion with 
Jesus. The former, especially after the impressive Mdp#a, Mdp0a, would 
have been just as trivial and out of harmony with the serious manner of Jesus 
as the latter would have been discourteous to the well-intentioned hostess. 
Nachtigall also mistakes (in Henke’s Magaz. VI. p. 355), and Stolz agrees 
with him in interpreting : one person is enough (in the kitchen), in opposi- 
tion to which the contrast of rodAa is decisive, seeing that according to it évd¢ 
must be neuter. —ryv ayabiy pepida] the good part. That, namely, about 
which care and pains are taken, consists, according to the various kinds of 
these objects, of several parts. Mary has selected for herself among these, 
for her care and pains, the good part ; and this is, in accordance with the 
subject, nothing else than precisely that év which is necessary—thut portion 
of the objects of solicitude and labor which is the good one, the good portion, 
which only one can be. More vaguely Grotius, Elsner, Kypke, Kuinoel, and 
others put it : the good occupation ; and de Wette, generalizing this : the 


1 See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 415. Comp. comp. Aristoph. Ran. 1007. 
Plut. Mor. p. 517 C: meprstacpos Kk. weQoAKH 3 Comp. the form of speech, mpds pepidas 
THS TOAVTpPAayLooUVNS. deurvetr, to dine in portions, and see examples 
2 On tvpBdseo at [see critical note] wepi 7, in Wetstein. 
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good destination of life. Comp. also Euthymius Zigabenus : dho pepidec xoru- 
Telag ématverar, 7 ev mpaKtiKh, 7 O& Aewpytucy, ‘‘ Two portions of the way of 
living are praiseworthy, one practical, the other theoretical.” —rjv ayabyy | 
neither means optimam (Kuinoel and others), nor does it imply that the care 
of Martha, in which assuredly love also was expressed, was mala (Fritzsche, 
Conject. I. p. 19) ; but it designates the portion as the good one kar’ éfoxhv. — 
qrlc ovkK apap. ax’ avt.| refers certainly, first of all, to Martha’s appeal, ver. 40. 
Hence it means: which shall not be taken away from her ; she shall keep it, 
Mark iv. 25, whereby, however, Jesus at the same time, in thoughtful refer- 
ence to further issues, points, in His characteristically significant manner, to 
the everlasting possession of this yepic. By 7ric, which is not equivalent to 7, 
what follows is described as belonging to the essence of the ayati) pepic: 
quippe quae. ‘Transit amor multitudinis et remanet caritas unitatis,” 
‘“The desire for many things passes away, and the love of the one thing re- 
mains,” Augustine. — Those who have found in Mary’s devotion the repre- 
sentation of the Pauline rioric, and in the nature of Martha that of zeal for 
the law, so that the evangelist is made to describe the party relations of his 
own day (Baur, Zeller, Schwegler, Hilgenfeld), have, by a coup quite as un- 
justifiable as it was clumsy, transferred this relic of the home life of Jesus 
into the foreign region of allegory, where it would only inaptly idealize the 
party relations of the later period. 


Notrs sy American Eprror. 


LXXXIII. The Mission of the Seventy. 


Weiss ed. Mey., in accordance with his view of the construction of this Gos- 
pel, thinks that the instruction to the Seventy is derived from the older source, 
but that Luke in chap. ix. 3-5 followed Mark, who gave the same as instruction 
to the Twelve. Hence Luke is represented as borrowing uncritically from two 
sources without knowing that the matter was identical, and as supposing that 
there was a second mission of a larger number of disciples. Weiss holds that 
the same confusion exists in the account of the return of the Seventy (vv. 
17-20). It is far easier to suppose that Luke knew something about the facts 
of the case, and wrote intelligently as well as honestly. Weiss has modified 
the comments of Meyer on the discourse to favor his theory ; but it does not 
seem necessary to indicate the alterations in detail. As to the time and place 
of the mission and return of the Seventy there has been much discussion, 
which cannot be outlined here. See Andrews (Life of our Lord, pp. 352-356). 


LXXXIV. Ver. 8. 26a. 


Godet, Weiss and others refer this to the city in which they might find the 
reception previously referred to (vv. 5-7), and not to cities in distinction from 
villages and single dwellings. This view seems to be supported by the phrase 
(ver. 7): ‘* go not from house to house.” 
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LXXXV. Vv. 21, 22. 


Weiss ed. Mey. thinks that in the ‘‘source’’ these verses belonged here, and 
not in the position assigned them by Matthew. But in view of his theory re- 
specting Luke’s conception of the narrative here, the opinion does not aid us 
in deciding which is the historical position. It is probable enough that these 
weighty words were repeated, and that both Matthew and Luke are correct in 
their view of the connection. So Meyer holds in regard to vv. 23, 24, while 
Weiss (Matthew, p. 342) thinks Luke gives them in their proper place. He 
rejects the view that they were repeated (ed. Mey.). In ver. 22 it seems best to 
reject the clause: kai otpadelc x.7.A. (see critical note). Meyer’s explanation, 
which is otherwise unsatisfactory, thus becomes unnecessary. 


LXXXVI. Vv. 25-37. The Parable of the Good Samaritan. 


Weiss ed. Mey., despite the remarkable points of difference between the 
narrative here and the later one, which Luke himself refers to (chap. xviii., 
18 ff.), holds the two to be identical. ‘‘ But Luke at least has himself proved, 
through the omission of Mark xii. 28-34, that he holds the passages to be iden- 
tical, and the deviation of Matthew from Mark can only he explained through 
his ‘return to the older source (comp. Weiss, Mark, p. 400 f., Matthew, p. 479 f.), 
which, however, is very freely worked over by Luke.’’ But what reliance 
can be placed upon any of Luke’s statements, if he can be guilty of such con- 
fusion or manipulation as this? That two ‘“‘lawyers’’ on two different occa- 
sions would cite the same passages of the law is more than probable, when the 
passages themselves are taken into the account. 


LXXXVII. Vy. 38-42. Martha and Mary. 


The better-supported reading in ver. 38 seems to connect this incident even 
more closely with what precedes. Since John tells of journeys to Jerusalem 
during this period of our Lord’s ministry, it cannot be safely affirmed that He 
could not have been in Bethany at this time. Hence the assumption that Luke 
transferred the incident to the wrong time and place is unnecessary. Weiss ed. 
Mey. also objects to this assumption, but does not admit that the incidené 
could have occurred during the visit to Jerusalem mentioned in John x. This 
accords with his view of the whole narrative in this part of Luke’s Gospel. 
Andrews, Godet and others place the visit to Martha and Mary at the time of 
the Feast of Dedication ; Robinson somewhat earlier, 


LXXXVIII. Ver. 42. ddAiyur dé ypeia, 7 évéc. 


The above reading has very strong support, and was probably altered to 
avoid *“‘the explanation which takes the passage as meaning one dish” (see 
Meyer’s critical note). Yet it does not necessarily involve this explanation. 
At least only the dA/ywv is a gentle rebuke of Martha’s overdoing in her service 
of hospitality, while 7 évé¢ immediately turns to the one real need, which Meyer 
correctly explains. So Weiss ed. Mey.; comp. Godet in loco, 


CHAP. XI. Ot 


CHAPTER XI. 


Vv. 2-4, Elz. and Scholz have after rdrep: judv 6 év Toic ovpavoic, and after 
Baotr. cov: yevy tyra tO GéAnud cov, O¢ év obpavO, kai éxt tHe yao. After mepacpdyv 
Elz. has aAad pioas jude ard tov rovypod. Lachm. also (not Tisch.) reads all this ; 
but he has oc év oipav@ nai éxt yc (without 77c) in brackets. The important au- 
thorities both for and against these additions lead us to regard them as supple- 
ments taken from the usual form of the Lord’s Prayer in Matt. vi. 6, 9 ff. <Ac- 
cording to Gregory of Nyssa (comp. Maxim.), instead of éA3érw . . . cov Luke 
must have written éAvétw 7d dyiov Tveipd cov éd? huacg Kal KaVapicdtw nuac. An 
ancient gloss.! — Ver. 4. The form d¢/ouev is, on decisive evidence, to be adopt- 
ed, with Lachm. and Tisch. — Vv. 9, 10. The authorities for avovyjoerar, and 
avorySAoerat are about equally balanced. Tisch. has rightly adopted the latter. 
[Treg., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., retain the former, supported by 8 A ByC L, 
and most, though in ver. 10 B presents a peculiar reading.] The Recepla is 
from Matt. vii. 7 f.— Ver. 11. Instead of é& iuév Elz. has simply tuév, in oppo- 
sition to decisive evidence, On similar evidence, moreover, 7 is subsequently 
adopted instead of ei (Elz.), and at ver. 13 déuata ayada (reversed in Elz.). [B 
has some peculiar readings in this verse also, accepted by W. and Hort.] — 
Ver. 12. Instead of 7 xai éav Tisch. has merely 7 xai, following BL &, min. [So 
recent editors, R. V.] But édv was the more easily omitted, since it does not 
occur in the foregoing verse. On the other hand, aiz#oev is so decisively at- 
tested that it is, with Tisch., to be adopted instead of the Recepla aitfon. — 
Ver. 15. 76 before dpyovre is wanting in Elz. Scholz, but is decisively attested ; 
the omission is explained from Matt. xii. 24. — Ver. 19. pita? iuov adroit] BD, 
Lachm. [W. and Hort, Weiss] have airot tuév xpirai. ACK LM U, min. Vulg. 
It. have avrot xpirai buor. So also has %, which, however, places écov7a: before 
iu. [so Tisch. VIII.]. Accordingly, the evidence is decisive against the Re- 
cepta. The omission of airoi (it is wanting still in 113) occasioned its being 
very variously placed when it was reintroduced. The place assigned to it by 
Lachm. is the rather to be preferred, as B D, the authorities in its favor, have 
in Matt. xii. 27: airol kpitat éoovt. dur, and have not therefore borrowed their 
arrangement in this passage from Matthew. The Vulgate, on the other hand, 
has also in Matt. l.c.: airol Kpitat buev éoovra ; hence the reading of A C, etc., 
is probably due to a conformity with Matthew. — Ver. 22. The article before 
ioyupér. is wanting in BD LT 8, and is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted. 


1 Thus or similarly Marcion read the jirst 
petition, and Hilgenfeld, A7vitik. Unters. 
p. 470, and Volkmar, p. 196, regard the peti- 
tion in this place about the Holy Ghost as 
original (because specifically Pauline), and 
the canonical text as an alteration in ac- 
cordance with Matthew ; see also Hilgen- 
feld in the Theol. Jahrb. 1858, p. 222 f., and 


in his Hvangel. p. 187 f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch. 
p. 14. But ver. 13 easily occasioned the al- 
teration, welcome as it wasto the one-sided 
Paulinism, seeing that by its means the Holy 
Spirit was represented as the chief of what 
was to be asked for from God. Comp, Tho- 
luck, Bergpred. p. 347 f. 
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It was introduced in accordance with 6 loyupdc, ver. 21.— Ver. 25. Instead 
of é206v, important authorities (but not A BL §&) have éA3ov. Rightly ; see on 
Matt. xii. 44. [But recent editors follow the weighty authorities, and retain 
2)36v. In ver. 28 recent editors (with 8 A B L) read yevotv and omit airév at the 
end of the verse.] — Ver. 29. After Iwva Elz. Scholz have tov rpopyrov, in oppo- 
sition to important evidence. It is from Matt. xii. 39, whence, however, the 
Recepta éxifnrei was also derived, instead of which Cyre7, with Tisch., is to be 
read. Moreover, in accordance with Lachm. and Tisch., yeveais again to be 
inserted before movypd. — Ver. 32. Nwevi] ABC E*¥*GLMUXTAR8, min. 
Syr. Vulg. It. have Nuveviraz. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Scholz, 
Lachm. [Tisch. VIII. has Nuveveirac]. Rightly ; Luke has followed Matthew (xii. 
41) verbatim. —[Ver. 33. Recent editors, R. V. (with 8 BC D, etc.), omit dé, and 
read xpuxtyv.] — Ver. 34. After the first d¢0aAudc, Griesb. and the later editors 
have rightly added cov. The omission is explained from Matt. vi. 22; its in- 
sertion, however, is decisively attested. — oiv] after érav is wanting in prepon- 
derating authorities. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm, and Tisch. It 
is an addition from Matt. vi. 23. — Ver. 42. After ravva Griesb. has inserted 
dé, which Lachm, brackets, while Tisch. has deleted it; it is too weakly at- 
tested, and is from Matt. xxiii. 23. [Inserted by Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., 
with 8° BCL, etc.] —ad¢évar] Lachm. and Tisch. have rapsiva, in accordance 
with B* L 8** min. The Recepta is from Matthew. A has a fusion of the 
two: rapagiévac ; D, Ver. have not got the word at all.—Ver. 44. After ipiv 
Elz. (and Lachm. in brackets) has ypayparteic x. apicaio., troxpizal. So also 
Scholz, but in opposition to evidence so important, that it can only be regarded 
as an addition from Matt. xxiii. 27. — oi before wepur. is, on preponderating 
evidence, to be deleted. It arose from the preceding syllable. Suspected by 
Griesb., deleted by Lachm, [Retained by recent editors, with 8 BC Land most. |— 
Ver. 48. waptupsite] Tisch. has paprupéc gore, in accordance with B L &, Or. The 
Receptais from Matt. xxiii. 31. — avrov ra pvnucia] isnotfound in B D L 8, Cant. 
Ver. Vere. Rd. Vind. Condemned by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm., deleted by 
Tisch. The words, both read and arranged differently by different authorities, 
are a supplement, in accordance with Matthew. — Ver. 51. The article before 
aiparoc in both cases is, with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with important 
evidence, to be struck outas an addition. — Ver. 53. Aéyovtoe 62 aitov Tara Tpd¢ 
avroic] BC L &, 38, Copt. have xaneidev éeA0dvt0¢ abrod. This is, with Tisch., 
to be adopted. The authorities in favor of the Recepta have variations and ad- 
ditions, which indicate that they have originated as glosses. — Ver. 54. Many 
variations in the form of glosses. Lachm. follows the Recepta, only omitting 
kai before Cyr. Tisch. has simply évedp., Onpevoai re éx tod orduatoc abrov, found- 
ing it mainly on BL &. All the rest consists of additions for the sake of 
more explicit statement. [So recent editors, but they retain airdév after éved., 
following A BCL A, etc.] 


Vv. 1-4. See on Matt. vi. 9 ff. In Luke it is only apparent that the 
Lord’s Prayer is placed too late,’ to the extent of his having passed it over 


1 Schenkel, p. 391, transposes the circum- any, x. 38f., was alreadyrelated. But Luke 
stance of the giving of the prayer to the did not think of Bethany at all as the local- 
disciples even to the period after the arrival ity of this scene. 
in Judaea, since, indeed, the scene at Beth- 
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in the Sermon on the Mount, and from another source related a latter occa- 
sion for it (which, according to Baur, indeed, he only created from his own 
reflection). Hence its position in Luke is not to be described as historically 
more correct (Calvin, Schleiermacher, Olshausen, Neander, Ewald, Bleek, 
Weizsiicker, Schenkel, and others), but both the positions are to be regarded 
as correct.’ Comp. on Matt. vi. 8. [See Note LX XXIX., p. 410.] So far as con- 
cerns the prayer itself, we have the full flow of its primitive fulness and 
excellence in Matthew. The peculiar and shorter form in Luke (see the 
critical remarks) is one of the proofs that the apostolic church did not use 
the Lord’s Prayer as a formula. — The matter of fact referred to in Kafd¢ Kai 
"Iwdvvge «.7.4. 18 altogether unknown. Probably, however, John’s disciples 
had a definitely formulated prayer given them by their teacher. — The ric rav 
pabyrov is to be regarded as belonging to the wider circle of disciples. After 
so long and confidential an intercourse of prayer with the Lord Himself, 
one of the Twelve would hardly have now made the request, or had need to 
do so. Probably it was a later disciple, perhaps formely one of John’s dis- 
ciples, who, at the time of the Sermon on the Mount, was not yet in the 
company of Jesus. The sight, possibly also the hearing of the Lord pray- 
ing, had now deeply stirred in him the need which he expresses, and in an- 
swer he receives the same prayer in substance which was given at an earlier 
stage to the jirst disciples. — abroic, ver. 2: to the disciples who were present, 
one of whom’ had made the request, ver. 1. — ériofovov| crastinum [for the 
morrow], see on Matt. vi. 11.” [See Note XC., p. 410. ] —7rd Kaf juépav] needed 
day by day, daily. See Bernhardy, p. 329. —xal ydp airoi] The special 
consideration placed before God for the exercise of His forgiveness, founded 
in the divine order of grace (Matt. ‘vi. 14; Mark xi. 25), is here more direct- 
ly and more strongly expressed than in Matthew. — adiouev] (see the criti- 
cal remarks from the form dd@iw., Eccles. ii. 18; Mark i. 34, xi. 16. See 
generally, Fritzsche, ad Rom. I. p. 174. — ravti ddetAovte juiv] to every one, 
when he is indebted to us (in an ethical sense). Comp. Winer, p. 101 [E. T. 
111]. The article before dgeiAovrs is too weakly attested, and is a grammati- 
cal addition. 

Vy. 5-8. After He had taught them to pray, He gives them the certainty 


that the prayer will be heard. The construction is interrogative down to 


1 Without, however, by means of har- 
monistic violence, doing away with the his- 
torical difference of the two situations, as 
does Ebrard, p. 856 f. In Luke, time, place, 
and occasion are different from what they 
are in Matthew, comp. Luke vi. 17 ff. 

2The attempt of Hitzig (in the Theol. 
Jahrd. 1854, p. 131) to explain the enigmati- 
cal word, to wit, by émi tcov, according to 
which it is made to mean, the nourishment 
equivalent to the hunger, is without any real 
etymological analogy, and probably was 
only a passing fancy. Weizsicker, p. 407, 
is mistaken in finding as a parallel the word 
trefovowos in respect of the idea panem ne- 


cessarium. This, indeed, does not come 
from ovoia, but from éfoveia, and this latter 
from ¢éeort. Moreover, the 71 of the 
Gospel to the Hebrews cannot betray that 
the first understanding of the word had 
become lost at an early date, but, consider- 
ing the high antiquity of this Gospel, it can 
only appear as a preservation of the first 
mode of understanding it, especially as the 
Logia was written in Hebrew. In order to 
express the idea: necessary (thus avaykatos, 
émutySevos), there assuredly was no need of 
any free and, for that purpose, faulty word- 
making. 
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rapalhow abto, ver. 63 at Kdxetvoc, ver. 7, the interrogative construction is 
abandoned, and the sentence proceeds as if it were a conditional one (é4v) in 
accordance with which also the apodosis beginning at ver. 8 (Aéyo byiv x.T.2.) 
is turned. Comp. on Matt. vii. 9. This anacoluthon is occasioned by the 
long dialogue in the oratio directa: pide x.7.2., after which it is not observed 
that the first ein (ver. 5) had no édy to govern it, but was independent. *— 
ric && tudv é&er x.7.A. | The sentence has become unmanageable ; but its drift, 
as originally conceived, though not carried out, was probably : which of you 
shall be so circumstanced as to have a friend, and to go to him, etc., and would 
not receive from him the answer, etc.? Nevertheless I say unto you, etc. — kat 
sin ait] The sentence passes over into the deliberative form. — Ver. 7. ré 
radia pov) the father does not wish to disturb his little children in their 
sleep. —eic tr. koityv] they are into bed. See on Mark ui. 1. — Ver. 8. did ye 
K.7.A.] at least on account of his impudence. On the structure of the sentence, 
comp. xvill. 4 f.8 

Vv. 9,10. Comp. Matt. vii. 7f. Practical application of the above, extend_ 
ing to ver. 13, in propositions which Christ may have repeatedly made use 
of in His exhortations to prayer. -— Kayo buiv Agyo}] Comp. Luke xvi. 9. Also 
I say unto you. Observe (1) that «ayo places what Jesus is here saying in an 
incidental parallel with the déce aité bowv yphtec which immediately pre- 
cedes : that according to the measure of this granting of prayer, to that ex- 
tent goes also His precept to the disciples, etc. ; (2) that next to xayé the 
emphasis rests on éuiv (in ver. 8 the emphasis rested upon 2éyw), inasmuch as 
Jesus declares what He also, on His part, gives to the disciples to take to 
heart. Consequently cayé corresponds to she subject of déce:, and tuiv to the 
aité of ver. 8. The teaching itself, so Tar as Jesus deduces it from that 
nanaporg, Aepends on the argument @ minori ad majus: Tf a friend in your 
usual relations of intercourse grants to his friend even a troublesome petition, 
although not from friendship, yet at least for the sake of getting quit of the 
petitioner’s importunity ; how much more should you trust in God that He 
will give you what you pray for! The tendency of the rapaGorf points 
therefore not, as it is usually understood, to perseverance in prayer, for of 
this, indeed, Jesus says nothing in His application, vv. 9, 10, but to the cer- 
tainty of prayer being heard. [See note XCI., p. 410.] 

Vv. 11-13. Comp. on Matt. vil. 9-11. Still on the hearing of prayer, but 
now in respect of the object petitioned for, which is introduced by the parti- 
cle dé expressing transition from one subject to another. — The construction 
here also is an instance of anacoluthon (comp. on ver. 5), so that the sentence 
is continued by «7 AlMov «.7.A., as if instead of the question a conditional prota- 


1 Hence the less difficult reading of Lach- 
mann, ¢pet, ver. 5, following A D, etc., is a 
correct indication of the construction, 
namely, that not with eiry, ver. 5 (Bleek, 
Ewald), but, first of all, with xaxetvos, ver. 
7, does the sentence proceed asif what went 
before were conditionally stated. If, with 
Lachmann and Tischendorf, a point is 
placed before Aéyo vty, yer. 8, a complete 


break in the sentence needlessly arises. 

2 The converse case is found in Antiph. 
Or.i. 4: mpds tivas ody EASH TLs Bondovs, H mot 
Ty Katapvyyy moujoetac ... 3 See thereon, 
Maetzner, p. 130. 

3 On the position of yé before the idea to 
which it gives emphasis, see Nigelsbach, 
Anm. @. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 118. 


CHAP, XI., 14-22: 401 


sis (as at ver. 12) had preceded. — rdv zarépa] Whom of you will his son ask 
. ashis father for a loaf ? — 6 2 ovpavod décer] Attraction, instead of 6 év obpavo 
& ovpavod dace:. See on ix. 61, and Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 323 [E. T. 877]. 
— rvevpa dyov) this highest and best gift ; a more definite, but a later form 
of the tradition than that which is found in Matthew. Comp. the critical 
remarks on ver. 2. 

Vv. 14-22. See on Matt. xii. 22-29; Mark iii. 22 ff. Luke agrees with 
Matthew rather than with Mark. [See Note XCIL., p. 410 seq. ] — jw éxGa2a. } 
he was busied therein. — «ai airé] and he himself, the demon, by way of dis- 
tinguishing him from the possessed person. — kw@év] See on Mark ix. 17. — 
Ver. 16. A variation from Matthew in the connection of this (in Luke pre- 
mature) demand for a sign (see on Matt. xii. 88), and in its purport (é 
obpavov). — Ver. 17. kai olkog éxt olxov riztec] a graphic description of the 
desolation just indicated by épyuotra: and house falleth upon house. This 
is to be taken quite literally of the overthrow of towns, in which a building 
tumbling into ruins strikes on the one adjoining it, and falls upon it. Thus 
rightly Vulgate, Luther, Erasmus, and others, Bleek also.’ This meaning, 
inasmuch as it is still more strongly descriptive, is to be preferred to the 
view of Buttmann, which in itself is equally correct (Neut. Gr. p. 291 [E.T. 
338]) : House after house. Many other commentators take oixoc as meaning 
Jamily, and explain either (Bornemann), ‘‘ and one family falls away after 
another” (on éxi, comp. Phil. ii. 27), or (so the greater number, Euthymius 
Zigabenus, Beza, Grotius, Valckenaer, Kuinoel, Paulus, de Wette) they sup- 
ply dcaueprobeic after oixov, and take éri olkov as equivalent to é@’ éaurév : ‘et. 
familia a se ipsa dissidens salva esse nequit, » ‘Ca family divided against it- 
self cannot be preserved ” (Kuinoel). It may be argued against the latter 
view, that if the meaning expressed by é@’ éavréyv had been intended, the 
very parallelism of the passage would have required ig’ éavtdv to be inserted, 
and that oixoc éxt oixov could not in any wise express this reflexive meaning, 
but could only signify : one house against the other. The whole explanation 
is the work of the Harmonists. It may be argued against Bornemann, that 
after gpyuovra the thought which his interpretation brings out is much too 
weak, and consequently is not sufficiently in accordance with the context. 
We are to picture to ourselves a kingdom which is devastated by civil war. 
—Ver. 18. «ai 6 Sarav.] Satan also, corresponding with the instance just re- 
ferred to. — 6rz Aéyere x.7.2.] the reason of the question. — Ver. 20. év daxriAw 
Gcov] Matthew : év rveiate Ocov. Luke’s mode of expressing the divine 
agency” appeals more to the senses, especially that of sight. It is a more 
concrete form of the later tradition. —Ver. 21. 6 tayupdc] as Tov iaxupov, Matt. 
xii, 29. —xafordicuévoc] not the subject (Luther), but : armed. — rv éavrod 
abafv| not: his palace (see on Matt. xxvi. 3), but: his own premises, at 
whose entrance he keeps watch. — év eipfvy éori «.7.2.] This is the usual re- 
sult of that watching. But the case is otherwise if a stronger than he, etc. 
See what follows. Thus in me has a stronger than Satan come upon him, 


and vanquished him ! —ré oxvAa abrod] the spoils taken from him. 
1 Comp. Thucyd. ii. 84. 2: vais re wnt rpoo- 2 Ex. viii. 19; Ps. viii. 3; Philo,. Vit.. Mos. 
émumre. p. 619 C; Suicer, Thes. I. p. 820. 
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Ver. 23. After Jesus has repelled the accusation : év BeeAfeBovA x.7.2., 
ver. 15, He pronounces upon the relation to Him of those men spoken of in ver. 
15 (see on Matt. xii. 80), and then adds— 

Vv. 24-26, a figurative discourse, in which He sets forth their zncorrigi- 
bility. See on Matt. xii. 43-45. Luke, indeed, gives the saying concerning 
the sin against the Holy Ghost (Mark iii. 28 f.; Matt. xi. 31 f.), but not 
until xii, 10; and therefore it is wrong to say that he omitted it in the 
interest of the Pauline doctrine of the forgiveness of sins (Baur). 

Vv. 27, 28. A woman (assuredly a mother), following without restraint 
her true understanding and impulse, publicly and earnestly pays to Jesus 
her tribute of admiration. Luke alone has this feminine type of character 
also (comp. x. 88 ff.), which bears the stamp of originality, on the one hand, 
in the genuine naiveté of the woman (‘‘ bene sentit, sed muliebriter loquitur,” 
‘she thinks well, but speaks womanly,” Bengel); on the other, in the reply 
of Jesus forthwith turning to the highest practical interest. This answer con- 
tains so absolutely the highest truth that lay at the heart of Jesus in His 
ministry, that Strauss, I. p. 719 (comp. Weizsiicker, p. 169), concludes, very 
erroneously, from the resemblance of the passage to vill. 21, that there were 
two different frames or moulds of the tradition in which this saying of Christ 
was set. The incident is not parallel even with Mark iii. 31 ff. (Holtzmann), 
even although in its idea it is similar. [See Note XCIII., p. 411.] — érapaca] 
iwaoaca odddpa yap anodeEauévn tode Adyove avTov, wEyahodovec EmaKkdpice THY 
yevvqoacay avtov &¢ Totobtov pyntépa yevécbar aEwheicav, ‘lifting up; for wel- 
coming His words exceedingly, she blessed with a loud voice her who had 
borne Him as deemed worthy to be the mother of such an one,” Euthymius 
Zigabenus. —éx rov dyAov] out of the crowd she lifted up her voice. — paxapia 
x.7.2.] See analogous beatitudes from the Rabbins and classical writers in 
Wetstein, Schoettgen, and Elsner, Odss. p. 226. — Ver. 28. jevodvye] may 
serve as corrective (imo vero) as well as confirmatory (utigue).’ [See critical 
note.| In this passage it is the former, comp. Rom. ix. 20, x. 18; Jesus 
does not deny His mother’s blessedness, but He defines the predicate waxapuoc, 
not as the woman had done, as a special external relation, but as a general 
moral relation, which might be established in the case of every one, and under 
which even Mary was brought, so that thus the benediction upon the 
mother, merely considered as mother, is corrected. The position of pevoiyr 
and pevoivye at the beginning of the sentence belongs to the later Greek 
usage.” 

Vv. 29-32. See on Matt. xii. 39-42. Jesus now, down to ver. 36, turns 
His attention to the dismissal of those érepo who had craved from Him a 
onusiov é ovpavod (ver. 16). — 7p£aro] He first began this portion of His ad- 
dress when the crowds were still assembling thither, 7.e., were assembling in 
still greater numbers (érapo.f.), comp. Plut, Anton. 44. But it is arbitrary 
to regard this introductory notice of the assembling of the people as deduced 
by Luke himself from the condemnation of the entire generation (Weizsiick- 


1See generally, Hartung, Partixell. I. 2 See examples in Wetstein, Sturz, Dial. 
p. 400; Kithner, ad Xen. Mem. i.3. 9, ii. 7. 5. Al. p. 203; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p, 342. 
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er). — Ver. 30. Comp. Matt. xvi. 4. Jonah was for the Ninevites a sign 
(divinely sent) by means of his personal destiny, 67: imepdvac éx THE KoLAlac TOD - 
KHToue éppboOn tpifuepoc, ‘‘ because he was marvellously delivered from: the 
belly of the whale after three days.” Jesus became for that generation a 
sign (divinely sent, and that as Messiah) likewise by His personal destiny, 
bre Orepouds éx THE KoLAlac TH¢ yij¢ avéctn Tpiuepoc, ‘‘ because He marvellously 
rose again from the belly of the earth after three days,” Euthymius Ziga- 
benus. In opposition to those who interpret the sign of Jonah only of 
Christ’s word (as even Schenkel and Weizsiicker, p. 431), see on Matt. xii. 
40, Remark. The sign of Jonah belongs entirely to the future (dobfcera.. . 
éora:). — Ver. 31 f. does not stand ina wrong order (de Wette), although 
the order in Matthew is probably the original, while that in Luke is arranged 
chronologically and by way of climax. — perd tov avdpév k.t.2.] she will ap- 
pear with the men, etc., brings into greater prominence the woman’s con- 
demning example. — dvdpe¢ Nevevirac] without an article : Men of Nineveh. 
Vv. 83-36. Comp. viii. 16 ; Mark iv. 21 ; and see on Matt. v. 15, vi. 22 f. 
—No awkward (Baur), unconnected (Bleek, Ritschl) interpolation, but the 
introduction of the passage in this place depends on the connection of thought : 
““ Here is more than Solomon, more than Jonah (vv. 81, 32). But this knowl- 
edge (the exceeding knowledge of Christ, Phil. iii. 8), once kindled at my 
word, ought not to be suppressed and made inoperative, but, like a light 
placed upon a candlestick, it ought to be allowed to operate unrestrainedly 
upon others also ;* for the attainment of which result (ver. 34 ff.) it is in- 
deed necessary to preserve clear and undimmed one’s own inner light, ¢.¢., © 
the power of perception that receives the divine truth.” Certainly the train: 
of thought in Matthew is easier and clearer, but Luke found them in the 
source whence he obtained them in the connection in which he gives them. 
—ei¢ xputr4v| not instead of the newter, for which the feminine never stands 
in the New Testament (not even in Matt. xxi. 42), nor is it according to the 
analogy of ei¢ uaxpdy, ei¢ utav, and the like (see Bernhardy, p. 221) adverbial 
(see Bornemann), since no instance of such a use of kpurrqy can be produced, 
but the accent must be placed on the penult, ele xpiaryv : into a concealed 
passage, into a vault (cellar).* The certainty of the usus loqguendi and the ap- 
propriateness of the meaning confirm this explanation, although it occurs 
in none of the versions, and among the mss. only in T. Yet Euthymius 
Zigabenug seems to give it in mv ardxprdor oixiav, ‘‘the hidden house :” in 
recent times, Valckenaer, Matthaci (ed. min. I. p. 395), Kuinoel, Bretschnei- 
der, Bleek, Holtzmann, Winer, p. 213 [E. T. 238], have it. Comp. Beza. 
Ver. 85. Sce therefore; take care, lest, etc. Beza well says: ‘‘ Considera, 
num,” ‘‘consider, whether.” Comp. Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 209 [E. T. 
243]. Gal. vi. 1 isnot quite similar, for there y# stands with the subjunctive, 


i These words have nothing further to do ver. 33, manifestly does not describe a pro- 
with the refusal of the sign. This isinop- cedure that takes place, but a duty. 
position to Hilgenfeld, who regards the con- 2Thus 7» «pvr in Athen. iv. p. 205 A. 
nection as being: that there is no need at Comp. the Latin crypta, Sueton, Calig. 58 ; 
all of such a sign, since, indeed, Jesus does _— Vitruv. vi. 8; Prudent. Hippol. 154: ‘‘ Mersa 
not conceal His light, etc. Comp. also latebrosis crynta patet foveis.”’ 
Weizsicker, p. 157. Besides, the discourse, 
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and means: that not. —7d da¢ Td év col] 6 voice 6 pwtaywyde Tio Wuyne cov, ‘‘the 
illuminating mind of thy soul,” Euthymius Zigabenus. — oxéro¢ éoriv] b7d tov 
rabiov, ‘by thy passions,” Euthymius Zigabenus. 

Ver. 86. Oiv] taking up again the thought of ver. 34: Ka? Aon 7d ciudad cov 
gwrervdv éotcv. —In the protasis the emphasis lies on 6A0v, which therefore is 
more precisely explained by py éyov ti pép. oxor. ; but in the apodosis gwrewdv 
has the emphasis, and the kind and degree of this light are illustrated (comp. 
ver. 84) by oc brav k.7.2.: ‘‘If therefore thy body is absolutely and entirely 
bright, without having any part dark, then bright shall it be absolutely and 
entirely, as when the light with its beam enlightens thee.” For then is the eye 
rightly constituted, fulfilling its purpose (see on Matt. vi. 22) ; but the eye 
stands to the body in the relation of the light, ver. 34. It is complete en- 
lightenment, therefore, not merely partial, of which this normal condition of 
light (6¢ érav «.7.A.) is affirmed. ’Azé Tod Kara 7 cma Tapadelypwatoc TEpt THE 
pune didwot vosiv . . . Hav airy bAn bwrewvy ein, un Exovoa undév wépog EcKoTiopévov 
mabel, WATE TO AoyLoTLKOY, LATE TO Auuixdv, pate Td éexBvmnov, Eotat dutewy bAn obra, 
Oc bray 6 Abyvoc Th doTparh aitod purify ce, ‘‘ From the example of the body He 
permits us to think concerning the soul . . . If this is altogether full of 
light, not having any part darkened by passion, either the reason, or the 
temper, or the desires, it shall be altogether full of light, as when the lamp 
with its bright shining doth give thee light,” Euthymius Zigabenus. The 
observation of the above diversity of emphasis in the protasis and apodosis, 
which is clearly indicated by the varied position of éA0» with respect to 
gorewov, removes the appearance of tautology in the two members, renders 
needless the awkward change of the punctuation advocated by Vogel (de con- 
jecturaeusu in crist N. T. p. 37 f.) and Rinck : ei oiy 7d Goud cov bAov, dwrewvdr 
ED Exov TL mépoc, oxoTervor, Eotat Pwrervdv OAoV K.7.2., and sets aside the conjectures 
that have been broached, such as those of Michaelis (Hinl. I. p.739) : gora 
gut. Td bAov (body and soul), or édo6v ; of Bornemann : that the first é2ov is 
agloss ; of Eichthal : that instead of ‘‘ thy bedy” must be meant ‘‘ thine eye” 
(comp. already Maldonatus). —-6 Abyvoc] the lamp of the room, ver. 33. 

Vy. 37-54. See on Matt. xxiii. 1. [See Note XCIV., p. 411.] 

Ver. 87. ’Ev dé 76 AaAqoa] that is to say, what had preceded at ver. 29 ff. 
— dpiotjon| refers no more than dpiorov at Matt. xxii. 4 to the principal 
meal, but to the breakfast (in opposition to Kuinoel, de Wette, and others). 
See xiv. 12. —*Huder pév thy rv Papicaiwov oKardryra 6 Kbptoc, GAN buwc ovvectia- 
Tat avtoic OL avTd TovTO, bTt Tovypol Hoav Kal diopldcewc Eypyfov, ‘*The Lord knew 
indeed the rudeness of the Pharisees, but He accepts entertainment with 
them for this very reason, that they were evil and needing correction,” Theo- 
phylact. — In the following discourse itself, Luke, under the guidance of the 
source he is using, gives a much more limited selection from the Logia, ab- 
breviating and generalizing much of the contents. 

Vv. 38, 39. “EGarr. mpd tr. dpior.] See on Mark vii. 2.’ Luke does not say 
that the Pharisee expressed his surprise ; Jesus recognizes his thoughts im- 

t Jesus had just come out of the crowd, cleanse Himself by a bath before the morn- 


nay, He had just expelled a demon, ver. 14. ing meal (comp. on Mark vii. 4). 
Hence they expected that He would first 
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mediately. Comp. Augustine. Schleiermacher, p. 180 f., directly contradicts 
the narrative when he places these sayings of Jesus after the meal, saying 
that they were first spoken outside the house. See, on the other hand, Strauss, 
I. p. 654, who, however, likewise takes objection to their supposed awk- 
wardness (comp. Gfrérer, Heil. Sage, I. p. 248, de Wette, Ritschl, Holtz- 
mann, Eichthal). This judgment applies an inappropriate standard to the 
special relation in which Jesus stood to the Pharisees, seeing that when con- 
fronting them He felt a higher destiny than the maintenance of the respect 
due to a host moving Him (comp. vii. 39 ff.) ; and hence the perception of 
the fitness of things which guided the tradition to connecting these sayings 
with a meal was not in ttself erroneous, although, if we follow Matt. xxiil., 
we must conclude that this connection was first made at a later date. Apart 
from this, however, the connection is quite capable of being explained, not, 
perhaps, from the mention of cups and platters, but from the cirewmstance 
that Jesus several times when occasion offered, and possibly about that period 
when He was a guest in the houses of Pharisees, gave vent to His righteous 
moral indignation in His anti-Pharisaic sayings. Comp. xiv. 1 ff.— viv] a 
silent contrast with a better réAa : as it now stands with you, as far as things 
have gone with you, etc. Comp. Grotius, who brings into comparison : 7 
yeved attn. —70 dé goer budr] budv does not belong to dp. x. rovnp. (Kypke, 
Kuinoel, Paulus, Bleek, and others, following Beza’s suggestion), so that 
what is inside, the contents of the ewp and platter, ra évévra, ver. 41, would 
be meant, which would agree with Matt. xxiii. 25, but is opposed to the 
order of the words here. On the contrary, the outside of the cup, etc., is 
contrasted with the inward nature of the persons. Ye cleanse the former, 
but the latter is full of robbery and corruption (comp. on Rom. i. 29). The 
concrete expression dprayf, as the object of endeavor, corresponds to the 
disposition of wieovetia, which in Mark vii. 22, Rom. i. 29, is associated 
with rovypia. — Matt. xxiii. 25 has the saying in a more original form. The 
conception in Luke, although not in itself inappropriate (Weiss), shows traccs 
of the influence of reflective interpretation, as is also evident from a compar- 
ison of ver. 40 with Matt. xxiii. 26. 

Ver. 40. Jesus now shows how irrational (a¢povec) this is from the religious 
point of view. —ovy 6 rojoac x.t.A.| did not He (God) who made that which is 
without (t.e., everything external in general, res externas) also make that which 
is within (res internas) ? How absurd, therefore, for you to cleanse what 
belongs to the rebus externis, the outside of the cup, but allow that which 
belongs to the rebus internis, your inner life and effort, to be full of robbery, 
etc.; that ye do not devote to the one and to the other (therefore to both) 
the cleansing care that is due to God’s work !_ Consequently rd éwfev is the 
category to which belongs 76 é&wlev tr. ror. «. T. Tiv., ver. 89, and 7d ~oubev 
the category to which belongs 76 éowfev tuév, ver. 39. In opposition to the 
context, others limit the words to the relation of body and spirit (Theophy- 
lact, Euthymius Zigabenus, and many others, Bornemann also), which is not 
permitted by 70 éwev rov rornpiov, ver. 89. Others limit them to the mate- 
riale patinae et poculi, ‘‘material of the cup and platter,” and the cibum et 
potum, ‘‘food and drink,” which 7d éoufev tudv, ver. 39, does not allow (in 
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opposition to Starck, Notae select. p. 91, and Wolf, Paulus also and Bleek). 
Kuinoel (following Elsner and Kypké) makes the sentence affirmative : ‘‘ Von 
gui exterius purgavit, pocula patinasque (eadem opera) etiam interius pur- 
gavit, cibos, ‘‘ He who cleaned the exterior, cups and platters, did not also 
(as the same work) clean the interior’s food ;” but this view, besides being 
open to the objection drawn from 16 éowbev iuor, ver. 39, is opposed to the 
usus loguendi of the words éroince and roijoac. 

Ver. 41. A prescription how they are to effect the true purification. IAqv 
is verumtamen (see on vi. 24): Still, in order to set aside this foolish incon- 
eruity, give that which is therein (the contents of your cups and platters) as 
alms, and behold everything is pure unto you . . . this loving activity will then 
make your entire ceremonial purifications superfluous for you. All that you 
now believe you are compelled to subordinate to your customs of washings 
(the context gives this as the reference of the zdyra) will stand to you (to 
your consciousness) in the relation of purity. On the idea, comp. Hos. vi. 
6 (Matt. ix. 18, xii. 7). 7a évévra has the emphasis : yet what is in them, etc. 
Moreover, it is of itself obvious, according to the meaning of Jesus, that He 
sets this value not on the external work of love in itself, but on the disposi- 
tion evinced thereby. Comp. xvi. 9. The more unnecessary was the view 
which regarded the passage as zronical (Erasmus, Lightfoot, and others, 
including Kuinoel, Schleiermacher, Neander, Bornemann), and according to 
which Jesus repeats the peculiar maxim of the Pharisees for attaining right- 
eousness by works : ‘‘Attamen date modo stipem pauperibus, tunc ex ves- 
tra opinione parum solliciti esse potestis de victu injuste comparato, tunc 
vobis omnia pura sunt,” ‘‘ Nevertheless only give a contribution to the poor, 
then in your opinion ye can be not particularly solicitous about food unjust- 
ly acquired, then all things are pure unto you,” Kuinoel. Irony would 
come in only if in the text were expressed, not date, but:datis. Moreover, 
the Pharisees would not have said ra évévra, but é« tov évévtwy. Besides, 
notwithstanding the Old Testament praise of this virtue (Prov. xvi. 6 ; Dan. 
iv. 24; Eccles. iii. 80, xxix. 12; Tob. iv. 10, xii. 9, and elsewhere), and 
notwithstanding the Rabbinical ‘‘ Eleemosyna aequipollet omnibus virtuti- 
bus,” ‘‘ Almsgiving equals in value all the virtues” (Bava bathra, f. 9. 1), char- 
itableness (apart from ostentatious almsgiving, Matt. vi. 2) was so far from 
being the strong side of the Pharisees (Matt. xxiii. 18, 14; Mark vii. 11) that 
Jesus had sufficient reason to inculcate on them that virtue instead of their 
worthless washings. —7ra évévra] that which is therein. It might also mean, 
not : quod superest, ‘‘ what is over,” 7.é., rd Aouxdév (Vulgate), but perhaps : 
that which is at hand, that which ye have (Theophylact : ra indpyovra bpiv, 
“‘your possessions;” Euthymius Zigabenus: ré évaroxeiweva, ‘‘ what is laid 
up ;” Luther : Of that which is there), or which is possible (Grotius, Morus), 
to justify which dotva: would have to be understood ; but the connection 
requires the reference to the cups and platters. 

Vv. 42, 48. See on Matt. xxiii. 28, 6 f. But woe unto you, ye have quite 
different maxims ! — rapépyeobe] ye leave out of consideration, as at xv. 29, 
and frequently in Greek writers, Judith xi. 10. —dayarare] ye place a high 
value thereupon. Comp. John xii. 43, 
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Ver. 44. See on Matt. xxiii. 27. Yet here the comparison is different. — 
Ta adnAal the undiscernible, which are not noticeable as graves in consequence 
of whitewash (Matt. /.c.) or otherwise. —xaé] simplicity of style ; the period- 
ic structure would have linked on the clause by means of a relative, but this 
loose construction adds the point more independently and more emphatical- 
ly. — repirarovvrec] without an article (see the critical remarks): while they 
walk. —ovx oidacw| know it not, that they are walking on graves. 

Ver. 45. This vouxde was no Sadducee (Paulus, yet see his Hxeget. Handb.), 
because he otherwise would not have applied these reproaches to himself as 
well as to the Pharisees, and Jesus would not have continued to discourse 
so entirely in an anti-Pharisaic tone, but he likewise was a Pharisee, as in 
general were most of the vow«oi. That he only partially professed the prin- 
ciples of the Pharisees is assumed by de Wette on account of kai ywa¢, In 
which, however, is implied ‘‘not merely the common Pharisees (the laity), 
but even us, the learned, thou art aspersing.” The scribe calls what was a 
righteous dvedifew (Matt. xi. 20; Mark xvi. 14) by the name of t8pifew 
(xvili. 32 ; Acts xiv. 5; Matt. xxii. 6). Although this episode is not men- 
tioned in Matthew, there is no sufficient ground to doubt its historical char- 
acter. Comp. on xii. 41. Consequently, all that follows down to ver. 52 
is addressed to the voycxoi, as they are once again addressed at the close by 
name, ver. 52. But it is not to be proved that Luke in his representation 
had in view the legalists of the apostolic time (Weizsiicker), although the 
words recorded must needs touch them, just as they were also concerned in 
the denunciations of Matt. xxiii. 

Ver. 46. See on Matt. xxiii. 4. 

Vy. 47, 48. See on Matt. xxiii. 29-31. The sting of the discourse is in 
Matthew keener and sharper. — 6érz oixodousire . . . of 5& marépec x.7.A.] because 
ye build . . . but your fathers slew them. By this building, which renews the 
remembrance of the murder of the prophets, ye actually give testimony and 
consent to the deeds of your fathers, ver. 48. Otherwise ye would leave to 
ruin and forgetfulness those graves which recall these deeds of shame! It 
is true the graves were built for the purpose of honoring the prophets, but 
the conduct of the builders was such that their way of regarding the proph- 
ets, as proved by this hostile behavior, was reasonably and truly declared by 
Jesus to be a practical contradiction of that purpose. He declares how, in 
accordance with this behavior, the matter objectively and actually stood. 
Consequently, there is neither any deeper meaning to be supposed as need- 
ing to be introduced, as Lange, L. J. II. 2, p. 840, has unhappily enough 
attempted ; nor is dpa to be taken as interrogative (Schleiermacher). The 
second clause of the contrast, oi dé ratépe¢ x.t.A., is introduced without any 
preparation (without a previous pév ; otherwise at ver. 48), but just with 
so much the greater force, and hence no pév is to be supplied.t— In view 
of the reading tueic dé olxodopeire, ver. 48 (without aitév ra prqueia, see the 
critical remarks), we must translate : but ye build! ye carry on buildings. 


1 Kuinoel; see, on the other hand, Klotz, ad Devar. p. 356 f.; Tritzsche, a? Rom. II. 
p. 423. 
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That this building had reference to the tombs of the prophets is self-evident. 
The brief expression is more passionate, pregnant, incisive. 

Vy. 49-51. See on Matt. xxiii. 834-39. — dua rotro] on account of this your 
agreement with your fathers as murderers of the prophets, which affinity 
the wisdom of God had in view when it gave its judgment. Under the 
guidance of the doctors of the law, the people among whom the gospel 
teachers were sent (cic avtobc) rejected these latter, etc. See ver. 52. —7 
copia t. Ocov| Doubtless a guotation, as is proved by eizev and atbrotc, but not 
Srom the Old Testament, since no such passage occurs in it (Olshausen men- 
tions 2 Chron. xxiv. 19 interrogatively, but what a difference !), and quota- 
tions from the Old Testament are never introduced by 7 copia r. Ocov.’ To 
suppose a lost Jewish writing, however, which either may have had this 
title (Ewald, Bleek, Baumgarten-Crusius, Weizsiicker) or may have intro- 
duced the MV NSN as speaking (Paulus),? is contrary to the analogy of 
all the rest of the quotations made by Jesus, as well as to the evangelical 
tradition itself, which, according to Matt. xxiii. 34, attributed these words 
to Jesus. Accordingly, it is to be supposed * that Jesus is here quoting one 
of IHis own earlier utterances (observe the past tense eizev), so that He repre- 
sents the wisdom of God (Wisd. vii. 27; Matt. xi. 19 ; Luke vii. 35) as hav- 
ing spoken through Him. Allied to this is the idea of the Adyoc. [See 
Note XCY., p. 411.] According to this, however, the original form of 
the passage is not to be found in Luke (Olshausen, Bleek) ; for while 
Matthew gives this remarkable utterance in a directly present form, Luke’s 
method of recording it transfers to the mouth of Jesus what rather was a 
later mode of citing it, and gives it in the shape of a result of reflective 
theology akin to the doctrine of the Logos.4— éxdi¢.] to drive out of the 


1 The passage is very inaccurately treated 
by K6stlin, p. 163, according to whom Luke 


view «is avrovs (instead of ets } pas) would 
certainly not be opposed, since those whom 


has here heaped misunderstanding on mis- 
understanding. He is said to have referred 
the entire utterance to the Old Testament 
prophets [so Weiss ed. Mey.}, and on that 
account to have placed before it x. 7 codia 
7. @cod elrev, in order to give to it the char- 
acter of an ancient prophecy, which, how- 
ever, had no existence at all, ete. 

2 Strauss also, in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschrift, 
1863, p. 87 ff., who is thinking entirely of a 
Christian document. 

3 Neander, Z. J. p. 655; Gess, Person Chr. 
p. 29; comp. also Ritschl, Hvang. Marcions, 
p. 89. 

4The utterance in Matthew, ¢yw amoc- 
7éAAw «.T.A., Was historically indicated in the 
Chureh by : 7 copia tod ®cod eimev: atoaTeAo 
And Luke here makes Jesus Himself 
speak in thislater mode of indicating it. 
It is a votepov mpdtepov in form. According 
to Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 101 (comp. also 
Schegg), Jesus announces God’s counsel in 
the form of a word of God. Comp. Grotius 
and van Iengel, Annot. p. 16f. To this 


KateA; 


the speech concerned might be opposed as 
third persons to the wisdom of God which 
was speaking. Butinstead of <itey might 
be expected Aéye.; for now through Jesus 
the divine wisdom would declare its coun- 
sel (Heb. iii. 10, to which Hofmann refers, is 
different, because there civoy in connection 
with mpocdxd:ca actually relates to the 
past). Moreover, if by 7 codia tod Ocod were 
not meant the personal wisdom of God that 
appeared in Christ, and emitted the utter- 
ance, ié would not be conceivable why it 
should. not simply have been said: 81a todT0 
Kal 0 @eds Aégyer. Nowhere else in the New 
Testament is a declaration of God called a 
declaration of the divine wisdom. Besides, 
according to Matt. xxiii. 84, Jeswsis the sub- 
ject of arooreAS ; and this is also the case 
in the passage before us, if ) copia 7. @eod is 
understood of the person of Christ as being 
the personal self-revelation of the divine 
wisdom. Christ sends to His Church the 
prophets and apostles (x. 8), Eph. iv. 11. 
Riggenbach’s explanation (Stud. u. rit. 
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land. — iva éxfyr. «.7.A.] an appointment in the divine decree. The expres- 
sion corresponds to the Hebrew 07 wpa, 2 Sam. iv. 11; Ezek. iii. 18, 20 
[A. V. ‘‘require (his) blood ”], which sets forth the vengeance for blood. — 
The series of prophets in the more general sense begins with Abel as the first 
holy man. 

Ver. 52. See on Matt. xxiii. 14. The genitive of the thing with r. Kreida 
denotes that which is opened by the key (Matt. xvi. 19 ; Rev. i. 18, ix. 1, 
xx. 1), since here we are not to supply rie BaovAeiacg with «ieida, and take r. 
yvdcewc as a genitive of apposition (Diisterdieck in the Stud. u. Krit. 1865, 
p- 750). Comp. Isa. xxii. 22. — The yviou, the knowledge kar’ é£o yf, 4.¢., the 
knowledge of the divine saving truth, as this was given in the manifestation 
and the preaching of Christ, is compared to a closed house, to get into which 
the key is needed. The voyrxoi have taken away this key, 7.e., they have by 
means of their teaching, opposed as it is to the saving truth (because only 
directed to traditional knowledge and fulfilling of the law), made the people 
incapable of recognizing this truth. — jpare] tulistis (Vulgate) ; the reading 
arexpbware found in D isa correct gloss. If they had recognized and taught, 
as Paul did subsequently, the law as tadaywydc ei¢ Xprordv (Gal. iii. 24), they 
would have wsed the key for the true knowledge for themselves and others, 
but not taken it away,’ and made it inaccessible for use. They have taken it 
away ; so entirely in opposition to their theocratic position of being the 
kAecdov yor have they acted. — On the figurative idea of the key of knowledge, 
comp. vill. 10: twiv dédorar yvdvae ta pvothpia tio Paoidelac tT. Oeot. The 
aorists are altogether to be taken in the sense of the completed treatment ; 
they indicate what the voycxot have accomplished by their efforts : 
xouévovc, however, are those who were intending to enter. 

Vv. 58, 54. KaxetOev éeAO6vto¢ avrowv| (see the critical remarks) and when 
He had gone forth thence (from the Pharisee’s house, ver. 37). — As to the 
distinction between ypayupareic and vomwcoi, see on Matt. xxii. 35. The vopuroi 
are included in the ypaypar. x. dapic. Comp. on ver. 45. —évéyew] not: to 
be angry (as usually interpreted), which would require a qualifying addition 
such as ydaov (Herod. i. 118, vi. 119, viii. 27), but: they began terribly to 
give heed to Him, which in accordance with the context is to be understood 
of hostile attention (enmity). — arocrouarifey®| means first of all: to recite 
acay from the mouth, i.e., by heart (Plat. Huthyd. p. 276 C, 277 A ; Wetstein 


Tov¢ EloEep- 


1855, p. 599 f.) is similar to that of Hofmann, 
—though more correct in taking the codia 
7. ®cod in the Logos-sense, but interpreting 
the past tense «izey by an ‘Sat all times” 
arbitrarily supplied. 

1 Ahrens, Amét d. Schliissel, p. 9 ff., takes 
jpate as: ye bear (more strictly: ye have 
taken to you) the key of knowledge, to wit : 
as those who ought to be its otxovopor, 
““stewards.’’? Thus, however, the reason of 
the ovai would not yet appear in o7c jparte 
«.7.A., nor until the following avroi ov« «.7.A.; 
and hence the latter would have required 
to bé linked on by Gadd, orat least by 6¢; or 


else instead of jpate the participle would 
have required to be used. Many of the older 
commentators, as Erasmus, Elsner, Wolf, 
Maldonatus, took jpate as: ye have arro- 
gated to yourselves, which, however, it does 
not mean. 

2So also Mark vi. 19; Gen. xlix. 23; 
Test. XII. Patr. p. 682; in the good sense: 
Jamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 6. 

3The Vulgate has os ejus opprimere, 
whereby it expresses the reading émoto- 
pigecv, which still occurs in a few cursives. 
Luther follows the Vulgate. 
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in loc.) ; then transitively : to get out of one by questioning (Pollux, ii. 102 ; 
Suidas : arocroparifew gaci tov diddoKadov, brav Kedeber TOV Maida Aéyelv ATTA ard 
orouaroc, ‘* The teacher is said arocrouarifery, when he commands the boy to 
say something by rote”). See Ruhnken, Zim. p. 43 f. So here ; it is the 
anately avroayediove Kk. averioKéntove amoxpicesc épuTnudtov SoAepdv, ‘‘ demand- 
ing off-hand and ill-considered replies to deceitful questions,” Euthymius 
Zigabenus. — Ver. 54. According to the corrected reading (see the critical 
remarks) : while they lay in wait for Him, in order to catch up (to get by 
hunting) something out of His mouth. See instances of @7pevoa: in this meta- 
phorical sense, in Wetstein. 


Notes py AMERICAN Eprror. 


LXXXIX. Vv. 1-4. 


Godet also regards the position of the Lord’s Prayer in Luke as _ historically 
more correct. Certainly the definite statements of ver. 1, as well as the subse- 
quent context, oppose the view that a part of the Sermon on the Mount was 
transferred by the Evangelist to this place. The only question that remains 
is : whether the form was repeated, or did Matthew incorporate it, with other 
matter spoken on different occasions, in the Sermon on the Mount? Meyeris 
disposed to accept the former, while Weiss ed. Mey. adopts the latter view. 
«From this portion of the older source, here fully preserved, the first Evangelist 
has interwoven into the Sermon on the Mount the Lord’s Prayer (Matt. vi. 
9-13) and the promise respecting the answer to prayer (Matt. vii. 7-11).’’ He 
also finds in the peculiar word érvotovov, occurring in both Gospels, a proof that 
both reports were derived from the same Greek source. But the very numer- 
ous divergences more than offset this agreement (so Godet). 


XC. Ver. 3. écoboiov. 


This word, occurring only here and in Matt. vi. 11, is fully discussed in notes 
on the latter passage. The R. V. marg. has ‘Greek, our bread for the coming 
day ;’’ the Am. Com. add, “our needful bread.” 


XCI. Ver. 8. The Lesson of the Parable. 


Weiss ed. Mey. rightly thinks the lesson is one of perseverance in prayer also, 
since ver. 8 speaks of ‘‘importunity.’’? What is shameless importunity in the 
parable represents proper perseverance in prayer to God, since He can never 
be wearied out by our asking. 


XCII. Ver. 14 ff. The Chronological Position. 


Many harmonists identify the miracle and discourse in vy. 14-26 with those 
narrated in Matt. xii. and Mark iii. So Weiss ed. Mey., without reference to the 
harmony. But since what follows, as far as the close of chap. xii., is directly 
connected with this section, and, moreover, presents points of resemblance to 
the portions of Matthew and Mark which follow at the earlier point, the whple 
portion from chap. xi. 14 to xii, 56 (and even to xiii. 9) is regarded by 


NOTES. Ait 


these harmonists as belonging to the ministry in Galilee. More definitely, the 
position assigned is immediately before the discourse in parables. (So Robin- 
son and others.) But Godet maintains quite strongly the correctness of Luke’s 
position. Andrews doubtfully assumes this. The critical results which Weiss 
claims to have reached favor strongly the identity of the miracle recorded here 
with that narrated by the other Synoptists. Everywhere from ver. 14 to the 
end of chap. xii. the reader will readily discover striking correspondences with 
passages in Matthew and Mark which belong to the earlier ministry. If the 
order of Mark is accepted all the parts of the narrative can be readily arranged 
in their proper positions. 


XCIII. Vv. 27, 28. 


Those who place this portion of Luke earlier, in the Galilaean ministry, 
connect this occurrence with the presence of the mother and brethren of Jesus 
(Matt. xii. 46-50 ; Mark iii. 31-385; Luke viii. 19-21). That incident preceded 
the discourse in parables. So Weiss ed. Mey. While this incident is not 
strictly parallel, the two may readily be combined : the appearance of Mary in 
the crowd might have occasioned the exclamation of this woman. 


XCIV. Vv. 37-54. Discourse against the Pharisees. 


Weiss ed. Mey. regards this as derived from the same source as the great 
denunciatory discourse in Matt. xxiii. He has sought (Mail. p. 483 ff.) to 
restore the original text and circumstances. But against this view it may be 
urged that both Mark and Luke refer to the later denunciation, that the cir- 
cumstances are entirely different, that a repetition of these utterances is highly 
probable. The discourse here naturally follows the demand fora sign, and 
may with propriety be placed earlier, during the Galilaean ministry. 


XCV. Ver. 49. 7 cogia rT. 8. 


Godet explains this difficult passage : ‘The book of the O. T. which in the 
primitive church as well as among the Jews, in common with the books of 
Jesus Sirach and Wisdom, bore the name of ocogia, or wisdom of God, was that 
of Proverbs.’’ He then cites Prov. i. 20-31: ‘‘ Wisdom uttereth her voice,’’ 
ete., finding ‘the special reference to the latter part of the passage, See his 
Luke, pp. 335, 336, Am. ed. 


at 
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CHAPTER XII. 


Ver. 4. Here also (comp. on Matt. x. 28 ; Mark xii. 5) read, following A E K 
LUVIAR, min., with Lachm. and Tisch., atoxrevyév7wv. [W. and Hort, R. V. 
(B) have the aorist ; so Rec.] — Ver. 7. ody] is wanting in BL R 157, Copt. 
Sahid. codd. of It. Ambr. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. From 
Matt. x. 31.— Ver. 11. spoodépwow] B L X 8, min. Vulg. codd. of It. have 
eiogépwowv. So Tisch. [and recent editors, R. V.] D, Clem. Or. Cyr. of Jerus. 
Ver. have dépwov. The latter is to be preferred ; the compound forms are at- 
tempts at more accurate definition ; had either of them been original there was 
no occasion for substituting the simple form. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., 
with 8 BL, ete., have pepyurvgonte.] — Ver. 14. dixaot#v] Lachm. and Tisch. have 
Kpith#v, in accordance with B L &, min. Sahid., as also D, 28, 33, Cant. Colb. 
Marcion, which have not 7 epior. —- dixaor. was introduced by way of gloss, 
through a comparison of Acts vii. 27, 35. — Ver. 15. mdoyc mAeoves. is to be 
adopted on decisive evidence (Elz. Scholz have tij¢ 7A.). — Instead of the second 
avtov, Lachm. and Tisch. have ait@, in favor of which is the evidence of BD F 
L R S** min. Bas. Titus of Bostra, Cyr. Rightly ; airovis amechanical repeti- 
tion of what has gone before.— [Ver. 20. Recent editors, with Tisch (8 AB D L, 
etc.) read adppév. | — Ver. 22. After Wuyi Elz. Scholz have iuév. Condemned by 
Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. on decisive evidence. It is from Matt. 
vi. 25 ; whence also in B, min. vss. ivov has also been interpolated after couare. 
[So W. and Hort, R. V.] — Ver. 23. 7 yap wuyf is indeed attested by authorities 
of importance (B DL MS V X &, min. vss. Clement); yet ydp (bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch.) betrays itself as a connective addition, in opposi- 
tion to which is the evidence also of ov yi 7 yuy7 in min. (following Matthew). 
[Recent editors, R. V., accept ydp.]— Ver. 25. The omission of pepyuwvdv 
(Tisch.) is too weakly attested by D and two cursives for us to be able to regard 
the word as an addition from Matthew [Tisch. VIII. has restored it]. The Ho- 
moioteleuton after tuov might easily cause its being dropped out. [Tisch., 
recent editors, R. V. (with 8* B D, Copt.), omit &a; from Matthew.] — 
Ver. 26. oire] Lachm. and Tisch. have ovdé Necessary, and sufficiently attest- 
ed by BL 8, etc. —Ver. 27. ré¢ aifdver: ob Kor. obd8 vie] D, Vere. Syr.c 
Marcion? Clem, have zéc otre v#Serovre toaive. So Tisch., and rightly [but not 
recent editors, the evidence against being too slight]; the Recepta is from Matt. 
vi. 28. — Ver. 28. rov-yéprov év 76 dypw ofu. 6vra] many variations. Both the word 
7@ and the order of the Recepta are due to Matt. vi. 30. Following BL 8, etc., 
we must read with Tisch. év dyp@ tov yoprov ohuepov dvta [Tisch. VIIL., following 
8 BLA, 262, Sah. Copt., has dvra afuepov] (Lachm. has rt. ydptov of. év ayp. 
évra). [Recent editors agree with Tisch., and also in ver. 29, substituting xa? ri 
for 7 Ti.] — Ver. 31. Elz. Scholz have rod Ocod. But the well-attested aitoid was 
supplanted by tov Ocov, following Matt. vi. 83, whence also was imported ravta 
after tavra (Elz, Scholz). — Ver. 36. avadtae:] avarton is decisively attested, and 
is hence, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be preferred. — Ver. 38. [The first 2497 
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of the Rec. is rejected by Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BL, etc., and 
«ay substituted for xai éav, as well as for the second kai. | — oi dov/o] is wantingin B 
DL 8, vss. Ir. Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An addition in accord- 
ance with ver. 37 [Tisch. VIII. has also deleted éxzivor, which is wanting in N*]. 
— Ver. 40. ody] is to be struck out with Lachm. and Tisch., as also is airs [not 
omitted by Tisch. VIII., but by Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.], ver. 41. — Ver. 42. 
[Recent editors (8 B D L, ete.) have xai cizev.] — Instead of 6 dpév., Elz. Scholz 
have xa? dp6v., in opposition to preponderating evidence. «ai is from Matt. xxiv. 
45. — Ver. 47. éavrov] Lachm. and Tisch. have aivvov on very weighty evidence. 
[So recent editors, R. V., with 8 BD L, etc.] The Recepta is to be maintained. 
The significance of the reciprocal pronoun was very often not observed by the 
transcribers. — Ver. 49. Instead of etc, Lachm. and Tisch. have éxi. [So recent 
editors, R. V., with 8 A BL, etc.] The authorities are much divided, but éxi 
bears the suspicion of having come in through a reminiscence of Matt. x. 34. 
—Ver. 53. diauspioSicevar] Lachm. and Tisch. (both of them joining it to what 
has gone before) have dayzepioSjoovras, in accordance with important uncials (in- 
cluding B D 8) and a few cursives, Sahid. Vulg. codd. of It. Fathers. Rightly ; 
it was attracted to what follows (so also most of the editions), which appeared 
to need a verb, and therefore was putin the singular. According to almost 
equally strong attestation we must read 77» Gvyarépa and 77» uyrépa instead of 
Suyarpi and uyzpi (Lachm. and Tisch. omitting the unequally attested article). 
The Recepta resulted from involuntary conformity to what precedes. — Ver. 54. 
tiv veoéd.| The article is wanting in AB LXA 8, min. Lachm. Tisch. [Recent 
editors, R. V.] But how easily was v/v, which in itself is superfluous, passed 
over between id7TE and Neoé2.!— [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., agree with Tisch. ] 
(8 B L) in reading é7i instead of azé.] — Ver. 58. zapadé] Lachm. and Tisch. 
have xapcééce. Rightly ; the transcribers carried on the construction, as in 
Matt. v. 25. So also subsequently, instead of [422 (Elz.) or Ba2y (Griesb. 
Scholz) is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., (a7<i. 


Ver. 1. During what was narrated in xi. 53, 54 (é oic), therefore while 
the scribes and Pharisees are pressing the Lord after He has left the house 
with captious questions, the crowd, without number, had gathered to- 
gether (éxvcvvay0.), and now at various intervals He holds the following dis- 
course, primarily indeed ‘addressing His disciples (pic rove pabyrac avroi, 
ver. 22), yet turning at times expressly to the people (vv. 15 ff., 54 ff.), and 
in general in such a manner (ver. 41) that the multitude also was intended 
to hear the whole, and in its more gencral reference to apply it to them- 
selves. With the exception of the interlude, vv. 13-21, the discourse is orig- 
inal only in this way, that very diverse, certainly in themselves original, 
fragments of the Logia are put together ; but when the result is compared 
with the analogous procedure of Matthew in the Sermon on the Mount, 
Matthew is found to be the more original of the two. Among the longer 
discourses in Luke none is so much of a mosaic as the present. [See Note 
XCYL., p. 425.] Although the historical situation of ver. 1 is not invented, 
yet by the designed and plainly exaggerated bringing together of a great 
multitude of people it is confused. It would be too disproportioned an ap- 
paratus merely to illustrate the contents of ver. 2 f. (Weizsicker). — ray 
zvpiddwr| The article denotes the innumerable assembled mass of the people 
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(very hyperbolically, comp. Acts xxi. 20).—déore katarat. aAaqr.] obras 
igtéuevor éxaotog TAnodtew ai7@ ‘longing each one to get near Him,” Theo- 
phylact. — jjp£ato] LHe began, pictorial style. — xpdrov] before all, is to be 
taken with zpooéyere, comp. ix. 61, x. 5; Gersdorf, p. 107. It does not be- 
long to what precedes (Luther, Bengel, Knapp, Schulz, Scholz, Paulus, 
Lachmann, Tischendorf), in connection with which it would be absolutely 
superfluous, although A CD x, etc., do take it thus. [See Note XCVIL., 
p. 425.] Ewald well says, ‘‘ As a first duty.”—r7¢ Cbunc] see on Matt. xvi. 
6; Mark viii. 15. Here also is not meant the vice of hypocrisy (the usual in- 
terpretation), because in that case the next clause would have 7 iméxpiorg 
(with the article) ; but it glances back to the subject of the previous con- 
versation at the table,’ and means: the pernicious doctrines and principles. 
Of these He says : their nature is hypocrisy ; therein lies what constitutes the 
reason of the warning (7#71c, guippe quae). 

Vv. 2-10. See on Matt. x. 26-33. The connection is indicated by means 
of the continuative dé : ‘‘Ye must the more, however, be on your guard 
against this hypocritical Cin, since your teaching is destined to the greatest 
publicity for the future.” Comp. Mark iv. 22. Publicity which lies open 
to the world’s judgment, and hypocritical character which must shun dis- 
closure, are irreconcilable. If you would not dread the former, the latter 
must remain far from you. According to Weiss, Luke has given to the 
whole saying only the meaning, that everything concealed by hypocrisy 
nevertheless one day comes to light, and therefore, even every word, how- 
ever secretly it is spoken, shall come one day to publicity. But this suppo- 
sition, without any ground for it, attributes to Luke a complete misappre- 
hension of the meaning. — Ver. 3. a6 év] quare, wherefore. See Hermann, 
ad Viger. p. 710; Schaefer, Appar. Dem. I. p. 846. —éca év rH cxorig K.7.A. | 
Everything which (in dread of persecutions) ye shall have spoken in the ° 
darkness, @.¢e., shall have taught in secret, shall (in the triumph of my cause) 
be heard in the clear daylight, ¢.¢., shall be known in full publicity by your 
preaching and the preaching of others. The expression év rH oxeria used of 
the apostolic agency is not inappropriate (de Wette), since it characterizes it 
not in general, but only under certain circumstances (ver. 4). But certainly 
the original form of the saying is found in Matt. x. 27, while in Luke it 
was altered to suit the apostolic experiences after these had often enough 
proved the necessity of teaching in secret what at a later period came to be 
publicly proclaimed before the whole world,? when the gospel, as in Luke’s 
time, was triumphantly spread abroad. — év 76 @wré| in the clear day ; Hom. 
Od. xxi. 429 ; Ken. Cyr. iv. 2. 26; Wisd. xviii. 4. Ver. 4. If Jesus re- 


minded His disciples by év rf oxoria and rpdc 7d otc. . . év 7. Tapelorc, ver. 


1 Therefore not to be interpreted of the 
Judaizers of the apostolic times (W eizsicker, 
p. 864) ; just as little is xvi. 14. i 

2 According to Hilgenfeld, Hvang. p. 192 
(comp. his Zeitschrift, 1865, p. 192), and 
K6stlin, p. 147, this publicity is regarded as 
having been meant as a contrast to the 
ministry of the Twelve, because they had 


chiefly limited themselves to the circle of 
Judaism, It is not indeed in agreement 
with this that that which is secret should so 
purposely be made prominent. The Twelve 
neither limited their ministry merely to 
Judaism, nor did they minister among the 
Jews in quietness and secrecy like preachers 
in a corner. 
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3, of the impending pressure of persecutions, He now exhorts them to fear- 
lessness in presence of their persecutors. — roic ior ov] for as such they were 
the object of persecution. — pera raira] peta rd axoKteiva. The plural de- 
pends on the idea of being put to death, comprising all the modes of taking 
away life. See Kihner, I, p. 423. — Ver. 5f. Observe the marked empha- 
sis on the 08#Oyre. — Vv. 8-10. Not an admonition for the disciples to re- 
main faithful, for ver. 10 would not be appropriate to that, inasmuch as 
there was no occasion to be anxious at all about their speaking against the 
Son of man, and it would have been even inappropriate to bid them beware 
of the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost ;’ but Jesus adds to the previous 
encouragements a new one (Aéyo dé iuiv, comp. ver. 4), saying to them how 
momentous for the eternal destiny of men is the apostolic work conducted by 
the Holy Spirit, how even the decision of the judgment on men would be given in 
accordance with the result of the work of the apostles among them. Hence, ver. 
10 has been wrongly regarded as not pertinent to this (Kuinoel, de Wette); 
while, on the other hand, Schleiermacher considers the arrangement of 
Matt. xii. as less appropriate, in that he introduces a contrast of the present 
time (in which the Son is resisted) with the futwre (when the more rapid 
and mighty agency of the Spirit is blasphemed). In itself the saying is ap- 
propriate in both places, nay, it may have been uttered more than once ; 
but in Matthew and Mark we have its closest historical connection and 
position. — As to the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, see on Matt. xii. 
31 f. 

Vv. 11, 12. But when they bring you—following out this denial of me 
and blasphemy against the Spirit—to the synagogues, etc. — réc 7 ri] Care 
not about the kind and manner, or the substance of your defence. See also 
on Matt. x. 19; Mark xii. 11.? 

Vy. 13-21. Peculiar to Luke ; from his sowrce containing the account of the 
journey.— Ver. 13 f. ric] certainly no attendant of Jesus (Lightfoot, Kuinoel, 
and others), as Luke himself points out by é« rov dyAov ; besides, such a one 
would have known Jesus better than is betrayed by this uncongenial request. 
It was a Jew on whom the endowments and authority of Jesus produced 
such an impression that he thought he might be able to make use of Him in 
the matter of his inheritance. Whether he was a younger brother who 
grudged to the first-born his double share of the inheritance (Ewald), must 


1 Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 342, in- scious and hardened opposers of Christ. 


sists on regarding the blasphemy against 
the Spirit in this place as not distinct 
from the denial of Jesus. He says that 
this denial in the case of those, namely, 
who had not only had the earthly human 
manifestation of Jesus before them, but had 
received the Holy Spirit, is blasphemy 
against the Spirit. But it is very arbitrary 
to assume, in contradiction to Matt. xii. 
31, Mark iii. 29, that the blasphemy against 
the Holy Spirit presupposes that the Spirit 
has already been received. The blasphem- 
ers of the Spirit are maleyolently con- 


They may certainly have already had the 
Spirit and have apostatized and become 
such opposers (Heb. x. 29); but if such 
people weré to be understood in this pas- 
sage, some clearer indication should have 
been given. Still,how far from the Lord 
must eyen the mere thought have been, 
that the disciples, His friends, ver. 4, could 
ever change into such malignant blas- 
phemers ! 

2 On arodoy. tt, comp. Xen. Mem. iv. 8. 4; 
Dem. 227.18; Plat. Gorg. p. 521 A, Phaed. 
p. 69D, Polit. 4, p. 420 B; Acts xxiy. 10. 
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be left in doubt. — é« r. yA.] belongs to eize, as is shown by the order. The 
mode of address, avOpwre, has a tone of disapproval.’ Observe that Jesus 
instantly rejects the application that concerns a purely worldly matter ; on 
the other hand, He elsewhere gives a decision on the question of divorce.’ 

Ver. 15. Jesus recognized rieovetia as that which had stirred up the 
quarrel between the brothers, and uses the occasion to utter a warning 
against it. — mpdc avtote] i.€., mpde tov dyAov, Ver. 18. — bre obk év TO Tepiccebew 
«.T.A.] for not by the fact of aman’s possessing abundance does his life (the sup- 
port of his life) consist in his possessions. This—the fact that one’s life con- 
sists in one’s possessions—is not dependent on the abundance of the posses- 
sion, but—this, the contrast unexpressed, but resulting from ver. 20—on the 
will of God, who calls away the selfish collector of treasures from the midst 
of his abundance. The simple thought then is: J¢ is not superfluity that 
avails to support a man’s life by what he possesses. ‘‘ Vivitur parvo bene,” 
‘One can live well with little.” [See Note XOVIIL., p. 425.] To this literal 
meaning, moreover, the following parable corresponds, since it does not 
authorize us to understand fof in its pregnant reference : true life, cwrypia, 
or the like (Kuinoel, Bornemann, Olshausen, Ewald, and the older commen- 
tators) ; on the other hand, Kaeuffer, De Cu7c aiwv. not. p. 12 f.2 Observe, 
moreover, that oi« has been placed at the beginning, before éy 7é¢ zepico., 
because of the contrast which is implied, and that rwi, according to the 
usual construction, that of the Vulgate, goes most readily with repicceterw 
(xxi. 4; Tob. iv. 16; Dion. Hal. iii. 11), and is not governed by what 
follows. An additional reason for this construction lies in the fact that thus 
the following avrov is not superfinous. Finally, it is to be noted that civa 
éxis the frequent proficisci ex, prodire ex, ‘‘ proceed from,” ‘‘ spring from.” De 
Wette is wrong in saying: ‘‘for though any one has superfluity, his life is not 
a part of his possessions, i.¢e., he retains it not because he has these possessions.” 
In this manner eivas ée would mean, to which belong ; but it is decisive against 
this view entirely that ov« év 76 repiooebeww must be taken together, while in 
respect thereof, according to the former view, no contrast can be conceived; 
for the life is im no case a part of our possessions (in the above sense). 

Vv. 16-19. On the idea of this parable, comp. Ps. xlix. 18 ; Ecclus. xi. 
17 ff. — evddpnoev| not in the sense of the pluperfect (Luther, Castalio, and 
others), but: bore well.A—i yopa] the estate, Xen. Cyr. viii.4. 28; Jerome, x. 5, 


1 Rom. ii. 1, ix. 20; Plat. Protag. p. 350 D; 
Soph. Aj. 778, 1132. 

2 This is worthy of consideration also in 
respect of the question: whether matters 
of marriage belong to the competency of 
the spiritual or the temporal tribunal ? 

3 Kuinoel: ‘Non si quis in abundantia 
divitiarum versatur, felicitas ejus a divitiis 
pendet,” ““Notif one is placed in abun- 
dance of riches, does his happiness depend 
on riches.”? Bornemann (Schol. p. 82, and in 
the Stud. u. Icrit. 1848, p. 128 ff.) : ‘‘ Nemini 
propterea, quod abunde habet, felicitas 
paratur ex opibus, quas possidet (sed ex 
pietate et fiducia in Deo posita),” ‘‘ For no 


one, because he has abundantly, is happi- 
ness provided from the wealth which he 
possesses (but from piety and faith placed 
in God).” Olshausen says that there are 
two propositions blended together: ‘‘ Life 
consists not in superfluity” (the true life), 
and ‘‘nothing spiritual can proceed from 
earthly possessions.” Ewald says: ‘If 
man has not from his external wealth in 
general what can be rightly called his life, 
he has it not, or rather he has it still less by 
the fact that this, his external wealth, in- 
creases by his appeasing his covetousness.” 

4 Examples of this late and rare verb 
(Hipp. Zp. 1274, 20; Joseph. Bell. ii. 21. 2) 


CHAPS XIT., 20, 21% AL? 


and elsewhere. — Ver. 17 ff. Observe the increasing vivacity of the descrip- 
tion of the ‘‘animi sine requie quieti, ” “mind without quiet repose” (Bengel). 
— ovk Exo rot] ‘quasi nusquam essent quibus pascendis possent impendi,” ‘‘as 
if there are nowhere those whom they can be employed in feeding,” Gro- 
tius. — xaferd pov x.t.2.| L will pull down my storehouses (Matt. iii. 12). — ra 
yevviuata] see on Matt. xxvi. 29. —Kalr. ay. u.] and in general, my posses- 
sions. — 77 pvyi wov] not equivalent to mihi, but : to my soul, the seat of 
the affections ; in this case, of the excessive longing for pleasure.! How 
frequently also in the Greek writers the actions of the Ego are predicated of 
the soul, may be seen in Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. I. p. 365 A. — avaratov 
«.7.A.| An instance of ‘‘ asyndeton,” expressing eager anticipation of the en- 
joyment longed for.? 

Vv. 20, 21. Hire x.r.2.] is not to be converted into a decrevit, ‘‘ determined ” 
(Kuinoel), ete. We have, indeed, no history ; rAdrrerai yap tata 1) rapaBorh, 
“for these things are represented as a parable,” Theophylact. -— ratty] with 
emphasis. — a@zatovow] the categorie plural (see on Matt. ii. 20), which 
therefore does not prevent our regarding God Himself as the author of what 
was done, although the subject is left undetermined. The thought of a 
robber and murderer (Paulus, Bornemann) is not to be allowed on account 
of ver. 21. — rir ora] not to thee will it belong, but to others !— Ver. 21. 
So, having incurred the loss of his happiness by the unexpected appearance 
of death, is he who collects treasure for himself (for his own possession and 
enjoyment), and is not rich in reference to God ; i.¢., is not rich in such wise 
that his wealth passes over to God (Rom. x. 12), by his possession, namely, 
of treasures in heaven, which God saves up in order to impart them to the 
man when Messiah’s kingdom shall be set up. See on Matt. v. 12, vi. 20. 
Comp. 1 Tim. vi. 19, and on Col. 1.5. [See Note XCIX., p. 425.] The 
Aovreiv etc Gedv (unless, however, eic is to be taken for év, as Luther, Beza, 
Calovius, and others would have it) is substantially the same as éyew O@ycav- 
pove év ovpavé (comp. ver. 383), and itis realized through dvkasoctvy, and in 
the case of the rich man, especially through loving activity (Matt. xix. 21 ; 
Luke xvi. 9), such as Christ desires, Matt. vi. 2-4. It is not temporal pos- 
session of wealth which is applied in usum et honorem Dei, ‘‘to the use and 
honor of God” (Majus, Elsner, Kypke, comp. Mdller, Neue Ansichten, 
p. 201 ff.), but the higher ddeal possession of wealth, the being rich in 
Messianic possessions laid wp with God, and one day to be received from 
Him, which is wanting to the egoistic Oycavpifuv éav76. Against the former 
view, entertained by Majus and the rest, it is decisive that the negation of 
the being rich in relation to God (not of the becoming rich) is regarded as 
bound up with the selfish heaping up of treasure. This withal in opposition 
to Bornemann : ‘‘ qui quod dives est prosperoque in augendis divitiis suc- 
cessu utitur, sii tributi, non Deo,” ‘‘he who because he is rich and has 
good success in increasing riches, gives to himself, not to God.” 


may be found in Kypke. Comp. cidpas dé 2On the thought, comp. Ecclus. xi. 19; 
pecv (Lobeck, Paralip. p. 538). Tob. vii. 9; Plaut. Miz. Glor. iii. 1. 83; Soph. 

1 Comp. on i. 46, and see Jacobs, ad@ Del. Dan, VI. (181, Dind.) : ¢7, wive, dépBov. 
Epigr. Vil. 1. 
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Vv. 22-31. See on Matt. vi. 25-33. Jesus now turns from the people (ver. 
16) again to His disciples. [See Note C., p. 426.]— dca rovro] because this. 
is the state of things with the @yoavpifuv égavté x. wy ele Ocdv xAovtToy, — 
Ver. 24. rode xépaxac] not in reference to the young ravens forsaken by the 
old ones (Job xxxviii. 41 ; Ps. exlvii. 9) ; but a common and very numerous 
species of bird is mentioned (the pulli corvorum, ‘‘ young ravens,” must 
otherwise have been expressly named : in opposition to Grotius and others). 
— Ver. 28. According to the Recepta (but see the critical remarks), év 7¢ 
ayp® would have to be connected with évra ; on the other hand, following 
the reading of the amended texts : but if in the field God in such wise clothes 
the grass, which to-day is here and to-morrow is cast into an oven, ete. Instead 
of augévvvcr, we must read, with Lachmann, dudidfer, or, with Tischendorf, 
éuoréle. Both forms belong to Jater Greek (Themist., Plut., LXX.).— 
Ver. 29. kai dyeic] as the ravens and the lilies. — pz werewpitecbe} The Vul- 
gate rightly translates : ‘‘nolite in sublime tolli ;” and Luther : ‘‘be not 
high-minded.” Halt not yourselves; lift not yourselves up to lofty claims, 
which is to be taken as referring not to mere eating and drinking, but gen- 
erally. The wsus loguendi of petrewpilecbu, efferri, ‘‘to be lifted up,” physi- 
cally and psychically ‘is well known. See also the passages from Philo in 
Loesner, p. 116. But others (Castalio, Beza, Grotius, Maldonatus, Ham- 
mond, Wolf, Bengel, Krebs, Valckenaer, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, Paulus, 
Bleek, and many more) have: nec inter spem metumque fluctuctis, ‘‘ nor 
fluctuate between hope and fear.” Comp. Ewald: ‘‘ waver not, lose not 
your balance.” The view of Euthymius Zigabenus also is that Christ refers 
to tov repioracpov Tov ard rOv obpavioy éml Ta yHiva, ‘‘the distraction from 
heavenly things to earthly.” Certainly, as peréwpoc may mean : fluctwans,? 
uerewpifew may signify : to make wavering ;* but there appears no reason in the 
connection for departing from the above, which is the wswal meaning in 
which the word is currently employed, even in the LXX. and in the apoc- 
ryphal writers (2 Macc. vii. 34, v. 17; 3 Mace. vi. 5). This perewp. has 
for its opposite the ovvardyecta toic rarervoic, Rom. xii. 16. 

Ver. 32. Peculiar to Luke. An encouragement to fearlessness in the 
endeavor after the Messiah’s kingdom, by means of the promise of the 
divinely-assured final result. — y7 ¢o800] in consideration of their external 
powerlessness and weakness (7 pp. roiwviov). But Christians generally, as 
such, are not the lttle* flock (which is not to be changed into a poor op- 
pressed band, as de Wette, following Grotius, does), but the little commu- 
nity of the disciples (ver. 22), as whose head He was their shepherd (comp. 
John x. 12 ; Matt. xxvi. 31). — eiddxyoer] it has pleased your Father. See 
on Rom. xv. 26; Col. i..19. — dotvar byiv r. B.] see xx. 29 f. 

Vv. 83, 84. Comp. Matt. vi. 19-21. This end is so important that, in 
order to'strive thereafter with your whole interest (ver. 34), ye must re- 


1 Aristoph..Av. 1447; Polyb. iii. 70. 1, iv. Soph. Oed. R. 924; Eurip. O07, 1537. 


59. 4, vii. 4. 6;\Diodor. xi, 82. 41. 4 Yet moiuvuov is not a diminutive, as 
2See Schweighiuser, Lex. Pol. p. 387; Bengel supposed, but isa contraction for 
Josephus, Antt. iv. 8. 1, Bell. iv. 2. 5. TOLMevLov, 


3 Dem. 169. 23; Potyb. y. 70. 10;. Schol. ad 
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nounce your earthly possessions, etc. This selling and giving up of the 
proceeds as alms (éAeyyoo., as Xi. 41) is not required of all Christians (ver. 
22), as de Wette will have it [so Weiss ed. Mey.], but of the disciples, who, 
in the discharge of their office, needed perfect release from what is temporal. 
All the less do the words furnish a basis for the consilium evangelicum and 
the vow of poverty (Bisping). — éavroic] while ye give to others. — BadAdvria 
(x. 4) py radaoipeva is explained by the following @zcavpdv . . . obpavoic.* 
As to this @ycavpéc, comp. on ver. 21. 

Vv. 35, 36. Only echoes of the following references to the Parousia occur 
at Matt. xxiv. 42 ff. [See Note CI., p. 426.] All the less is the originality 
to be attributed only to Luke (Olshausen) or to Matthew (Kuinoel). In 
Luke the exhortations to preparedness for the Parousia are readily account- 
ed for by the previous promise of the Messiah’s kingdom (ver. 32) and the 
requirement associated therewith (ver. 33). —éorwoav . . . kacduevor] The 
meaning stripped of figure is : Be in readiness, upright and faithful to your 
calling be prepared to receive the coming Messiah. The nimble movement that 
was necessary to the servant made requisite the girding up of the outer gar- 
mené round the loins (1 Pet. i. 18, and see Wetstein), and slaves must 
naturally have had burning lamps for the reception of the master when he 
returned home at night. The doy» emphatically placed first, as duei¢ at vers 
36, corresponds to the special duty of disciples; that your loins should be 


girded, . . . and that ye like men, etc. — avOpérac] t.e., according to the 
context : slaves, as it is frequently used in the classical writers, Mark xiv. 
12. —ék rév yauov] not: from his marriage, but from the marriage, aé 


which he (as a guest) has been present. For his marriage is after the Parousia 
(see on Matt. xxii. 2, xxv. 1). The detail of the figure is not to be pressed 
into interpretation further than to imply the blessed condition (riv ave evopocb- 
wv Kk. ayaAniacw, ‘‘the mirth and joy above,” Euthymius Zigabenus) from 
which the Messiah returns. —é20évt0¢.. . dvoif. avT O] a well-known con- 
struction, Winer, p. 186 [E. T. 207].? 

Ver. 87. A symbolic representation of the most blessed recompense, which 
the servants of Christ, who are faithful to their calling, shall receive from 
Him at His Parousia. It is not the idea of the great and general Messianic 
banquets (Matt. viii. 11) that underlies this, but it isthe thought of a special 
marriage-feast for those servants (the disciples). That the washing of the 
disciples’ feet by Jesus, John xiii., gave occasion (de Wette) to the mode of 
representation, according to which the Lord Himself serves (‘‘ promissio 
de ministrando honorificentissima et maxima omnium,” ‘‘the promise con- 
cerning being served is the most honorable and greatest of all,” Bengel), is 
the less probable the greater the difference is seen to be between the idea 
expressed by the foot-washing and that whichis here set forth. The thought 
of the Saturnalia (Grotius, comp. Paulus and Olshausen) brings in some- 
thing wholly foreign, as also the calling of the slaves to partake in certain 


17To refer the BadAavr. wy mad. to the Cin Fe U2, py 851). 
“everlastingly fresh power of apprehension in 2 On the direct wé7e, see Buttmann, JVeud. 
respect of the eternal possessions,’’ was a Gr. p. 215 f. [E. T: 251]. 
fancy of Lange’s opposed to the context 
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sacred feasts according to the law, Deut. xii. 17 f., xvi. 11 f., is something 
very different from the idea of this feast (in opposition to Kuinoel, de 
Wette, and others), in respect of which, moreover, it has been assumed (see 
Heumann, Kuinoel, de Wette) that the Lord brought with Him meats from 
the wedding feast,—an assumption which is as needless as it is incapable of 
proof. — repiGécerar x.7.4.] a vivid representation of the individual details 
among which even the drawing near to those waiting (rapeAdov) is not 
wanting. — The parable, xvii. 7-10, has an entirely different lesson in view; 
hence there is no contradiction between the two. 

Ver. 88. The earlier or later time of the Advent will make no difference 
in this blessed recompense. Jesus does not mention the jirst of the four 
night-watches (see on Matt. xiv. 25), because in this the marriage-feast took 
place ; nor the fourth, because so late a return would have been unusual, 
and in this place contrary to the decorum of the events that were repre- 
sented. [See Note CII., p. 426.] 

Vv. 39, 40. See on Matt. xxiv. 43 f. The less, however, should ye be 
wanting in watchfulness, since the Messiah will appear unexpectedly like a 
thief in the night. A sudden change of figures, but appropriate for sharp- 
ening the warning in question, and not at all startling to people accustomed 
to the sudden turns of Oriental imagery. Whether, moreover, the passage 
has received its true historical place here or in the discourse on the end of 
the world, Matt. xxiv., cannot be decided. 

Ver. 41. Certainly original (in opposition to de Wette, Holtzmann, Weiz- 
siicker, Weiss), the more certainly, the finer are the threads with which 
what follows down to ver. 48 is linked on to such a question. The succeed- 
ing passage at least offered no occasion for either the tradition or Luke in- 
venting the question. If it had been suggested to Luke by Mark xiii. 37, 
- the answer of Jesus would also have been in closer agreement with the mean- 
ing of the passage in Mark. —rpéc] in reference to, for us, comp. xx. 19 ; 

tom. x. 21. —7Hv rapaB. rabr.] to wit, of the slaves who wait for their lord, 

ver. 86 ff. See ver. 42 ff. The reference to the master of the house and 
the thief, ver. 89, belonged also thereto as a concrete warning example, — 
7 kai] Peter asks whether the parable is intended for the disciples, or also 
(or at the same time also) has a general reference. 

Vy. 42-44. In the pregnant style characteristic of Jesus as it most of all 
appears in John, He makes no direct reply to that question, but proceeds 
with His parable of the servants, and among these He now for the first time 
begins to speak of that one (the apostles generally cannot be described in vv. 
42-46) whom He, before His departure, would set over the rest of the house- 
hold as oixovéuoc (the post destined for Peter !). He depicts his great rec- 
ompense in the event of his being faithful, and his heavy punishment in the 
event of his being unfaithful (down to ver. 48) ; and He consequently made 
Peter, whose question betrayed an inconsiderate exaltation above the crowd, 
understand His reply to mean : Instead of meddling with that question, 
thou hast thine own consequent position to keep in view with fear and 
trembling! Then, however, ver. 47 f., he links on the general law of retri- 
bution under which every one comes, and which every one has to lay to heart. 
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As to the reference of ri¢ dpa, and the relation of the question to ver. 43, 
see on Matt. xxiv. 45 f. 

Vv. 45, 46. But if that slave, whom the lord will place over his servants 
as oixovduoc (ver. 42), instead of being faithful, shall have thought, etc.— 
Moreover, see on Matt. xxv. 48-51. — pera rév azior.| with the faithless (ver. 
42), whose final destiny is the punishment of Gehenna (ver. 5). 

Vv. 47, 48. This passage, which is peculiar to Luke, gives explanatory 
information of a general kind, yet related to Matt. xxv. 14 ff. , to account 
for the severity of the punishment, ver. 46. This will ensue, in accordance 
with the general rule of retribution coming into operation at the return of 
the Lord : that that slave, etc. ’Exeivoc, though placed first for emphasis, 
does not refer to the single concrete person indicated at ver. 45, but is a 
general term indicating the class to which the oikovduoc also belongs ; and 
oé carries on the meaning with an explanatory force (Hermann, ad Viger. 
p. 845; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 1). — éavrov] of his own Lord, makes the 
responsibility to be felt the more strongly. — éro:wacac] éavrdv is not to be 
supplied (Luther, Kuinoel, and many others), but : and has not made ready, 
has made no preparation. Comp. ix. 52. It belongs also to zpdc¢ 75 G2. 
avtov. — daphoetat ToAAdc] rAnyac Ondovért, TouTéote KoAacSHoovra: yarerde, dLdTt 
eldéteg Katedpdvycay, ‘‘ Evidently’ ‘stripes,’ that is, they shall be punished 
severely, because knowing they slighted,” Euthymius Zigabenus.? — Ver. 
48. 6 d& uy yvobc] but the slave, who shall not have learnt to know it. Sucha 
one cannot be left without punishment, not because he has not obeyed the 
Lord's will (for that has remained unknown to him), but because he has 
done that which deserves punishment ; even for such a one there is that 
which deserves punishment, because, in general, he had the immediate moral 
consciousness of his relation to his Lord as a subjective standard (comp. 
Rom. ii. 12 ff.), even although he did not possess the objective law of the 
Lord’s will positively made known to him, on which account also a lighter 
punishment ensues. Theophylact and Euthymius Zigabenus are wrong in 
thinking here of such as could have learnt to know the Lord’s will, but from 
laziness and frivolity have not learnt to know it. An arbitrary limitation ; 
and can such an ignorance diminish the responsibility ? Rom. i. 28 ff. We 
can the less regard the responsibility as diminished when we remember that 
by 6 d& yu yvotc is described the case of a slave of Christ, who has remained 
ignorant of his Lord’s will. — avr? 68 «.7.4.] but of every one, in order, more- 
over, still to add this general law as explanatory information on the subject 
of that so severe punishment, ver. 46, etc. —éd607 roAb] in official duties, as 
to the oixovéuoc. — road Cyrioerac| in official efficiency. The collocation of rod, 
xoas, and then or», repiocdrepov, has a special emphasis. — The second 
member ¢ xapéSevto (the categoric plural, as at ver. 20 : in reality xipzoc is 
the subject) «.7.4. is a parallel similar in meaning to the first, but with the 
climax: repiooérepov, Which is not to be taken as : ‘‘ plus quam aliis, quibus 
non tam multa concredita sunt,” ‘more than others, to whom so much was 


1 See Schaefer, ad Bos. Hil. p. 887; Valck- 20On the accusative, comp. pacteyotabar 
enaer, Schol. p. 214; Winer, p. 520 [H. T. manyds, Plat. Legg. viii. p. 845 B, and seo 
589]. Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 164 [H. T. 189]. 
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not committed ” (Kuinoel, Bleek, following Beza, Grotius, and others, which 
would be insipid, and a mere matter of course), but : in the case of him to 
whom much has been entrusted (with whom a large sum has been deposited), 
still more than this entrusted oA will be required of him. In this statement 
is implied the presupposition that the capital sum must have been increased 
by interest of exchange or by profit of commerce. Comp. Matt. xxv. 
15 ff. The deposit was not to lie idle.! 

Ver. 49 f. The sequence of thought is found in this, that the whole of 
that earnest sense of responsibility, which characterizes the faithfulness 
just demanded, must be only infinitely intensified by the heavy trials of the 
near future, which the Lord brings vividly before His view. — rip] Fire, 
is a figurative designation, not of the Holy Spirit, as most of the Fathers 
and others, including Bengel, will have it, nor of the word of God with its 
purifying power (Bleek) ; but, as is manifest from ver. 51 ff., of the vehe- 
ment spiritual excitement, forcing its way through all earthly relations, and 
loosing their closest ties, which Christ was destined to kindle. The light- 
ing up of this fire, which by means of His teaching and work He had already 
prepared, was to be effected by His death (see azéd roi viv, ver. 52), which 
became the subject of offence, as, on the other hand, of His divine courage 
of faith and life (comp. ii. 35). The expression itself Badeiv éxt +. y7v pro- 
ceeded from the consciousness of His heavenly origin. Comp. Matt. x. 34. 
—kal ti Sédw x.7.A.] It is the usual and the correct view, held also by 
Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette, Bleek, which interprets : and how carnestly 
IT wish, if (that) it were already kindled! éixiaretder yap tiv dvadw totrov tov 
mupoc, ‘‘For he is zealous for the kindling of this fire,” Theophylact. Re- 
garding the r/, see on Matt. vii. 14. Moreover, the wsws loquendi of ei with 
%éAw (instead of the more confident 671, as with Javydfw, etc.; see on Mark 
xv. 44) is not to be disputed.? Accordingly, there is no sufficient reason 
for the view of Grotius, which disjoins the utterance into question and 
answer : And what do I wish ? If it should be already kindled! This is less 
simple, and fails to bring out the correspondence between the expression in 
question and the parallel exclamation in ver. 50. The particle ci is used not 
merely with the optative (see Pflugk, ad Hur. Hec. 836), but also with the 
indicative in the imperfect and aorist in the sense of wtinam, dummodo ; in 
the latter case the non-accomplishment is known to the person who utters the 
wish. Bornemann takes ri for ewr, and ei as érei: “* eb cur ignem volo in 
terram conjicere, cum jam accensus sit? remota quaestione: non opus est 
accendam,” ‘‘and why do I wish to cast fire upon the earth, when it is already 
kindled? the question being removed : there is no need to kindle it.” But 
without considering the extremely insipid thought which is thus expressed, 
ver. 52 in this way requires that the kindling of the fire should be regarded 

10On raparidecOar, comp. Herod. vi. 86; 2 See Ecclus. xxili. 14: @cdrjoecs ef ph eyev- 


Men. -#. Ai, ms 163 Polybiusy int 172 10) v7Ons ; Herod. ix. 14, also vi. 52: BovAomévny 
xxxiii. 12.3; Tob. i. 14; 1 Macc. ix. 85. The 6€ el cws duddrepor yevolato Bactdées. 


construction, in both members is a well- 3 Comp. xix. 42; Josh. vil. 7; Grotius in 
known form of attraction, Kiihner, II. loc.; Klotz, a@ Devar. p. 516; in the Greek 
p. 512; Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 247 [E. T. prose writers it is usual to find ei@e or el yap 


288]. in such a sense. 
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as still future. This, moreover, is in opposition to Ewald: and what will 
I (can I be surprised), if it be already kindled? [See Note CIIL., p. 426.] — 
Jesus entertains the wish that the fire were already kindled, because between 
the present time and this kindling lay His approaching grievous passion, which 
must still first be undergone ; see ver. 50. 

Ver. 50. dé] places in face of the «i dy avfo3n ! just wished for, what is 
still to happen first : But I have a baptism to be baptized with. This baptism 
is His deep passion awaiting Him, into which He is to be plunged (comp. 
on Mark x. 38) ; and He has this baptism as the destiny ordained for Him, 
and consequently appropriated to Him. — kai rac ovvéyouat x.t.2.] and how 
am ZJI distressed (comp. vill. 87 ; Dem. 1484. 23, 1472. 18) till the time that 
at shall be accomplished! A true and vivid expression of human shrinking 
at the presentment of the agonies that were imminent, similar to what we 
find in Gethsemane and at John xii. 27. It was a misapprehension of the 
human feeling of Jesus and of the whole tenor of the context, to make out 
of ovvéyouas an urgency of longing (daavet ayovid did THY BpaduT@ra, ‘‘T am, 
as it were, distressed on account of the slowness,” Euthymius Zigabenus, 
comp. Theophylact). So also de Wette and Bleek, who wrongly appeal 
to Phil. i. 23. See on the passage, also on 2 Cor. v. 14. Jesus does 
not long for and hasten to death, but He submits Himself to and obeys the 
counsel of God (comp. John xii. 27; Phil. u. 8; Rom. v. 19, and else- 
where), when His hour is come (John xiii. 1 and elsewhere), Ewald takes 
the question as making in sense a negative assertion: I must not make my- 
self anxious (comp. on réc, ver. 56), I must in all patience allow this worst 
suffering to befall me. This agrees with Ewald’s view of ri 0éAo x.7.2., ver. 
49; but, according to our view, it does not correspond with the parallelism. 
And Jesus actually experienced anguish of heart (comp. 2 Cor. il. 4, ovvoy7 
xapdiac) at the thought of His passion, without detracting from His patience 
and submissiveness. 

Vy. 51-53. See on Matt. x. 34 f., where the representation is partly sim- 
plified, partly, on the model of Mic. vii. 6, enriched. — a2 4] but only, origi- 
nated from Gjio and #, without, however, its being required to write 
Gav 7.1—ard tod viv] Jesus already realizes His approaching death. 
Comp. xxii. 69. —In ver. 53 are three hostile couples ; the description there- 
fore is different from that at ver. 52, not amore detailed statement of the 
circumstances mentioned in ver. 52 (Bleek). 

Vv. 54-56. See on Matt. xvi. 2 f. The reason of those hostile separations, 
spoken of in ver. 52 f., lay, on the part of the people in whose bosom they 
were sure to arise, in the mistaking of the Messianic period as such. Hence 
the rebuke that now follows is addressed to the people ; it is otherwise in the 
historical connection that appears in Matthew. Sill the significant saying, 
in different forms, may have been uttered on two different occasions. [See 
Note CIV., p. 426.] —r7v vepéAyr] the cloud, which shows itself. — ard dvop. | 
therefore from the region of the sea, Comp. 1 Kings viii, 44, and see Robin- 


1 See on this expression in general, Krii- Deour. p3l ff. Comp. on’ 2 Cor. i. 13: 
ger, de formula arn 7 et affinium particul. ete. Otherwise Stallbaum, ad Tlat. Phaedr. 
natura et usu, Brunsvig. 1834; Klotz, ad p. 81 B. 
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son, Pal. IL. p. 805. —eiéoc] so undoubted it is to you. — Ver. 55. vérov 
xvéovta] soil. idnre, to wit, in the objects moved by it. — Ver. 56. iroxpirai] 
see on Matt. xvi. 8. Not unsuitable as an address to the people (de Wette), 
but it has in view among the people, especially through pharisaical influence 
(xii. 1), the untrue nature (the imdxpioic) which, as such, made them blind 
to the signs of the times !—rdv 62 xarpdv toirov] but this season, the phe- 
nomena of which so unmistakably present to you the nearness of the Mes- 
siah’s kingdom (and Jesus Himself as the Messiah), how is it possible that 
ye should leave it so unexamined ? 

Vv. 57-59. See on Matt. v. 25 f. Pott (de natura . . . orat. mont. p. 13) 
Kuinoel, de Wette refuse to acknowledge any connection (comp. Euthymius 
Zigabenus : ég’ érepov petéBn Adyov, ‘‘ He passes to a different subject’), 
and assume a mistaken reminiscence, suggested by the affinity of Jdoximagew 
and «pve. But Luke did not weave together the discourses of Jesus in so 
thoughtless a manner. The train of thought, even although the connection 
is less clear and appropriate, is as follows : As, however, it turns to your 
reproach that ye do not rightly estimate the present time, so not less also is 
it your reproach that ye do not of your own selves judge what is duty. Jesus 
refers to the duty of repentance which is still seasonable, and by means of 
the rhetorical figure metaschematismus—since He pictures repentance as an 
agreement with an adversary who has a pecuniary claim to make, but by 
this adversary He means (not the devil, Euthymius Zigabenus, nor the poor, 
Michaelis ; but) God, to whom man is a debtor—He represents this duty of 
repentance as still seasonable, in order not to incur the divine punishment, 
like the accused person who still seasonably comes to terms with his cred- 
itor. —xal ag’ éavror] even of yourselves, even of your own independent judg- 
ment. Comp. Bengel : ‘‘sine signis et citra considerationem hujus temporis,”’ 
‘without signs and aside from the consideration of this time.” These 
words indicate the progressive advance of the discourse. Comp. on xxi. 30. 
— Ver. 58. ydp] explanatory. — dc] is the simple sicuti, ‘‘ just as :” As thou, 
namely, artin the act of going away with thine adversary to an archon (in 
correspondence with this condition of time and circumstance), give diligence 
on the way, etc. ; while you are still on the way, before it is too late, make 
the attempt, that may avert the danger. idyevc has the emphasis (comp. 
subsequently év 7H 6d) ; so close is the time of decision! Both the épyov 
and the xpit#¢ must be considered as local magistrates (kpirfc not as an assessor 
of the Sanhedrim, with which xaracbpy is not in accord, for this certainly 
cannot be taken as a dragging to Jerusalem). Comp. xpiow, Matt. v. 21, and 
the remark thereafter. By one of the archons, i.e., of the chief city officials, 
who, namely, is a competent person in matters of debt, the accused is recog- 
nized as liable to pay, and in default of payment the xp:t#c, who happens to 
be subordinate to the dpywr, orders compulsion to be used. For the rest, 
this handing over from one official to another belongs to the details of civic 
procedure, without being intended for special interpretation. — doc épyaciav] 
da operam, a Latin idiom, probably taken from the common speech, Hermo- 
genes, de Invent. ili. 5. 7 ; Salmasius and Tittmann (Synon. p. 102), follow- 
ing Theophylact, erroneously interpret : give interest, This is not the mean- 
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ing of épyacia, and the Israelites were forbidden to take interest from one 
another (Michaelis, Mos. R. § 154 f.; Saalschiitz, 1. R. pp. 184, 278, 857).— 
anyrhax ba ax’ avtov| in order to be delivered from him.’ The genitive might 
also stand alone.* Settlement is to be conceived of as obtained by payment 
or by arrangement. Comp. Dem. 34. 22.—6 rpdxrwp]| exactor, collector, 
bailiff. In Athens the collector of the court fees and fines was so called.* 
The rpd«rup also is part of the imagery, without contemplating thereby any 
special interpretation (otherwise, the angels would have to be understood, 
Matt. xiii. 41 f.). —1d éoy. Aexrdv] (Mark xii. 42) : to wit, of the debt sued 
for. But this terminus in the punitive condition depicted (in the Gehenna) 
is never attained. Comp.on Matt. xviii. 34. 


Notes By AMERICAN Eprror. 


XCVI. Ver. 1. The Discourse in Chap. XII. 


Certainly Luke meant to connect this discourse with what precedes. To call 
it a ‘‘mosaic” is to deny his competence as a historian. It must, of course, 
be admitted that the chapter has less purity and logical sequence than most 
of our Lord’s recorded discourses. The resemblance of many parts to sayings 
given on different occasions by the other Synoptists is obvious. Vv. 13-21 
alone are peculiar to Luke. 


XCVII. Ver. 1. zpérov. 


Weiss ed. Mey., R. V. text, follow Tischendorf, and connect with what pre- 
cedes ; so Westcott and Hort. R. V. margin presents Meyer’s view. Weiss ed. 
Mey. objects to referring vv. 2-10 to the disciples’ teaching (Meyer), finding 
in ver. 11 the first hint of this. Godet agrees with Meyer, but properly urges 
the different form of the warning (vv. 8-10) in all three Synoptists as a strong 
argument against their use of a common written source. 


XCVIII. Ver. 15. 67¢ obk év TO repiocetvew K.T.A. 

Weiss ed. Mey. agrees with Meyer, that the contrast resulting from ver, 20 
is, that a man’s life depends on the will of God, but goes on to explain: ‘Since 
this, however, is concealed from the man, in the case when he possesses abun- 
dance, which apparently suffices to guarantee his life (ver. 19), it is especially 
denied for this case (év 7@ «.7.4.).’” The R. V. margin : ‘“ Greek, for not in a 
man’s abundance consisteth his life, from the things which he possesseth,”’ 
accepts the grammatical construction which makes é« r. dx. a resumption of év 
7@ zep. So Olshausen. This view favors the reference to ‘‘ true life,” 


XCIX, Ver. 21. cic Oedv rAovtév. 
Weiss ed. Mey. explains: ‘‘ To be rich in possessions in which God is well- 
pleased, so that one is rich for Him also, in His judgment, as one becomes 
through the Cyreiv tiv Bao. aitov (ver, 31).” 


1Xen. Anabd. vii. 1. 4; Plat. Legg. ix. elsewhere, and the passages in Kypke and 
p. 868 D; Josephus, Anét. x. 6. 2, and else- Loesner. 
where. ’ 3 Bockh, Staatshaush. I. pp. 167, 403; Mer- 
2 Thue. iii. 63; Dem. 11. 16, 287. 14, and mann, Stadisaiterth. § 151. 8. 
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C. Ver. 22 ff. 


It is evident that Luke connects this in time with what precedes, But it by 
no means follows that Matthew transferred it to the Sermon on the Mount, still 
less that he and Luke made use of the same ‘‘ source,’’ in which their passages 
stood together (Weiss ed. Mey.), This attributes to Matthew an arbitrary 
method of selection. 


CI. Vv. 35-48. Origin of the Discourse. 


Here Weiss ed. Mey, finds a working over by Luke of a brief parabolic dis- 
course in the ‘‘source.’’ He regards vv. 35, 36 as containing the elements of 
the parable of the Ten Virgins (Matt. xxv. 1-13), which, however, was not 
formed from this passage, but reduced by Luke so as to conform to ver. 37 ff. 


CII. Ver.38. The Lord’ s Return. 


Weiss ed. Mey. regards the verse as making the recompense dependent on 
the watchfulness of the disciples in spite of delay. He also attributes the 
omission of any mention of the fourth watch to the Jewish usage of divid- 
ing the night into three watches (Mark uses the Roman mode, Mark xiii. 40), 
objecting to Meyer’s explanation as arbitrary. 


CIIL. Ver. 49. kat ri 0é2w et 70 avqgOn. 


The Am. Com. (R. V.) give a margin expressing Meyer’s view: ‘‘ how I 
would that it were already kindled.” The R. V. text apparently accepts the 
view that the fire is represented as ‘‘already kindled.’’ 


CIY. Vv. 54-56. 


Weiss ed. Mey. objects to the view that the language was uttered on two 
different occasions, but in this case it is Matthew (xvi. 2, 3) whom he regards 
_as freely modifying and transposing the Lord’s words. Godet properly holds 
that the passage in Matthew is not parallel. ‘The idea is wholly different” 
(Luke, p. 354, Am. ed.). 
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CHAPTER XIII. 


[Vzer. 2. Tisch., recent editors, R. V. (with 8 BL, Vulg., etc.) omit 4 Iycoic, 
and substitute taira (8 B D L) for rovaira.] — Vv. 3and 5. The evidence in the 
two verses is so divided between peravofre (Elz.) and peravofjonre (Lach.), as also 
between ooatiru¢ and duolwo (Lachm,. has in both places éuoluc, which Elz. reads 
only in ver, 5), that it affords us no means of decision. ‘Tisch. reads in ver. 38, 
petavoyre . . . ouoiwc, but in ver. 5, wetavoyonte . . . woabtwc. [So recent editors, 
R. V.] It is certain that the one passage was changed in accordance with the 
other, —most probably ver. 5 in accordance with ver. 3, and that consequently 
both passages are not, as by Lachm., to be read alike, because in that case no 
reason would have been suggested for the variation. — Ver. 4. Instead of otrox 
Lachm, and Tisch. have, on preponderating evidence, airoi. The Recepla is a 
frequent alteration.— (Tisch, Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with 8 A B L, etce., in- 
sert totic before aviparove.] — Ver, 6. The arrangement redutevu. év 7. Gur. avr. 
(Lachm. Tisch.) is preponderatingly attested, and still more strongly is (yrév 
Kap. (Elz, has xapr. ¢.). —Ver. 7. After ér7 Tisch. has aq’ ov, following B D L 
T> 8, al. Rightly ; it was passed over because it could be dispensed with. — 
Ver. 8. Elz. has xorpiav. But decisive authorities have xérpia. The feminine 
form was more common from its use in the LXX. —[Ver. 9. Tisch., recent edi- 
tors, R. V. (with 8 B L, Copt.), place ei¢ 76 wéAdov after xaprév.] — Ver. 11. 7] 
is wanting after yuv4 in B L T® X &, min. vss. Lachm. Tisch. A frequent addi- 
tion. — Ver. 12. r7c] Lachm. has a0 ric, in accordance with A D X IL &, min. 
An exegetical expansion. — Ver. 14. ratrvaic] A B L, etc., have aizaic. So too 
Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; ratraic occurred readily to the transcribers ; 
comp. on ver. 4. — Ver. 15. Instead of troxpitd (Elz.), ixoxpirai is rightly ap- 
proved by Griesb., and adopted by Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with con- 
siderably preponderating evidence. The singular was introduced in accord- 
ance with the foregoing ai7@. In the previous clause instead of ody read dé, 
with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with B DL 8, min. Syr. Copt. Sahid. 
Vulg. It. This dé easily dropped out after the last syllable of avexpidy (thus still 
in one cod. of It.), and the connection that was thus broken was wrongly re- 
stored in some authorities by ody, in others by «ai (16, Aeth.).— On the other 
hand, in ver. 18, instead of dé we are to adopt ody with Tisch., following BL &, 
min. Vulg. It. al., the reference of which was not understood. — Ver. 19. péya] 
is wanting in BDL T® &, 251, vss. Ambr. Suspected by Griesb., bracketed by 
Lachm. [Omitted by Tisch., recent editors, R. V.] Omitted in accordance 
with Matt. xiii. 32.—-[Ver. 21. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with B L, etc., read 
Expuev.] — Ver. 24, xbAyc] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have Oipac. The Recepta is 
from Matt. vii. 13. — Ver. 25. We are here to read xipie only once, with Tisch., 
following B L 8, 157, Copt. Sahid. Vulg. It. Sax. The repetition is from 
Matt. xxv. 11.—[Ver. 27. Recent editors omit dua¢ (with B L) against Tisch., 
also on stronger evidence omit (with Tisch.) of and ric.]— Ver. 31. guépq] 
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Tisch. has opa, which is so weightily attested by A B* DL RX 8, min., and is 
so frequent in Luke, that sjuépe appears as having come in by means of the 
subsequent numeration of days. — Ver. 32. éxiveA@] Lachm. and Tisch. have 
aroreAo, in accordance with BL 8, 33, 124, to which also D is associated by 
anotehotpat,—it was displaced by the more familiar word émiteA. — Ver. 35. 
After iuav Elz. has épyuoc, in opposition to preponderating evidence, An exe- 
getical addition in this place and at Matt, xxiii. 38.— éw¢ ay] this dv is wanting 
in BD KLR, min., in accordance with Matt. xxiii. 39.— 7] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have #£e:, in accordance with AD VA A, min. The weight of these au- 
thorities is all the more considerable in this place that BL M R X & have not 
7&y ore at all, which omission occurred in accordance with Matthew. [Treg., 
W. and Hort, R. V., omit ay 7£eu bre, and also 6rz after iuiv, while Tisch. and 
all recent editors omit aujv, Tisch. (8* L) omits dé, but recent editors, R. V., 
have, with 8¢ A BD, Vulg. Copt., Aéyw dé. | 


Vv. 1-9. Peculiar to Luke ;? from the source of his account of the jour- 
ney. At the same moment (when Jesus had spoken the foregoing discourse) 
there were some there with the news? of the Galileans (rév Tadd. indicates by 
the article that their fate was known) whose blood Pilate had mingled with 
their sacrifices. [See Note CY., p. 438.] This expression is a tragically vivid 
representation of the thought : ‘‘whom Pilate caused to be put to death 
while engaged in their sacrifices.” See similar passages in Wetstein. That 
the communication was made with evil intention to represent the murdered 
people as special sinners (Lange), is a hasty inference from the answer of 
Jesus. — peta Tov Sroidy adr.| not instead of pera tov aiputoc tev Svo. air., 
which abbreviation, although in itself allowable, would here be arbitrarily 
assumed ; but we may regard the people as actually engaged in the slaugh- 
ter or cutting up, or in otherwise working with their sacrifice at the altar (in 
the outer court) (Saalschiitz, MZ. &. p. 318), in which they were struck down 
or stabbed, so that their blood streamed forth on their offering. — The énei- 
dent itself, which the rwé who had arrived mention as a novelty, is not 
otherwise known to us. Josephus, Antt. xviii. 5, is speaking of the Samar- 
itans, and what he says belongs to a later date (in opposition to Beza). To 
think of followers of Judas the Gaulonite (Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabe- 
nus, Grotius, and others) is arbitrary ; but the conjecture that they were 
enthusiastic devotees of Jesus (Lange) is preposterous, because it does not 
agree with the subsequent explanation of the Lord. Probably they had 


1 The narrative, vv. 1-5 (also vv. 6-9), was 
not found, according to Epiphanius and 
Tertullian, in the text of Marcion. This 
omission is certainly not to be regarded as 
intentional, or proceeding from dogmatic 
motives, but yet it isnot to be explained by 
the supposition that the fragment did not 
originally appear in Luke (Baur, Markuse- 
vang. p. 195 f.). It bears in itself so clearly 
the stamp of primitive originality that 
Ewald, p. 292, is able to ascribe it to the 
oldest evangelical source, Késtlin, p. 231, to 
a Jewish local source. In opposition to 


Volkmar’s attempt (p. 102 f.) to prove the 
omission in Marcion as having been dog- 
matically occasioned (comp. also Zeller, 
Apostelg. p. 21), see Hilgenfeld in the Theol. 
Jahrb. 1853, p. 224 ff. Yet even Késtlin, 
p. 304, seeks dogmatically to account for 
the omission by Marcion, on assumptions, 
indeed, in accordance with which Marcion 
would have been obliged to strike out no 
one can tell how much more. 

2 rapnody tives amayyeddovtes, Diod. Sic. 
xvii. 8. 
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made themselves suspected or guilty of (secret) sedition, to which the 
Galileans were extremely prone.' It is possible also that in the tumult that 
arose on account of the aqueduct built by Pilate (Joseph. Antt. xviii. 3. 
2) they also had been drawn in (Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 40), with which 
building, moreover, might be connected the falling of the tower, ver. ’4. 

Vv. 2, 8. Jesus makes use of this news by way of warning, and to stir 
them up to repentance. He points to the slaughter of those people as an 
example of the divine punishment, which teaches not that the persons con- 
cerned are the most deserving of punishment, but that punishment, if car- 
ried into effect against individuals, must fall upon ail (to wit, the whole 
class, so that in the application the Messianic punishment of eternal a7é2eva 
is intended *) if they should not have repented. — rapd] more than.’ — éyévov- 
to] not were (jcav), but became*—to wit, declaratory : that they became 
known as sinners by the fact, namely, that they suffered such things (zerdv8.), 
perf., see Winer, p. 242 [E. T. 271]. 

Vv. 4, 5. Likewise historically unknown. — 6 ripyoc] the well-known tower. 
What sort of a one it was is altogether uncertain ; perhaps a tower of the 
town-walls (Joseph. Bell. v. 4. 2), so that the spring of Siloah is here meant 
(Joseph. U.c. says of the walls of the ancient city, xpd¢ vétov brép tiv DiAwdu 
éxtotpédov ryyhv, ‘ turning toward the south beyond the spring of Siloam”). 
As to the spring (on the south-east side of the ancient city) and the pool of 
Siloah, see on John ix. 7. —éy r. 3iA.] év of the immediate neighborhood, 
at.° —«ai aréxt. aitobc] a genuine Greek transition from a relative to a de- 
monstrative sentence on account of the different government of the two verbs. 
Comp. on x. 8. —airoi] (see the critical remarks) they on their part, in op- 
position to the others, taking them up emphatically.® Observe that dcatrtuc¢ 
is stronger than dyofwc, and hence most appropriately used at ver. 5. 

Vv. 6-9. Doctrine: the forbearance of God (of the Lord of the vineyard) 
endures only a short time longer; the ministry of me (the auredoupyéc) to 
you is the last attempt, and on it follows the decision—the decision of the 
Messianic judgment. Comp. ili. 9. Explanations entering more into de- 
tail, for instance, of the three years (Augustine, Theophylact, Bisping, and 
others: the times of the law, the prophets, and Jesus ; Euthymius Ziga- 
benus: the rpeic rodiretar of the judges, the kings, and the high priests), in 
which, moreover, are not to be found the years of the ministry of Jesus 
(Jansen, Bengel, Michaclis, Wieseler, Synopse, p. 202, but that there would 
appear, besides the three years, a fourth also, in which the results of the 
manuring were to show themselves), mistake the coloring of the parable 
for its purpose.” — ovxqv elyé tic] a certain person possessed a fig-tree. The 


1 Joseph. Antt. xvii. 9.38; Wetstein on the 
passage ; see especially Rettig in the Stud. 
und Kritik. 1838, p. 980 f. 

2Not the destruction of Jerusalem, as 
Grotius and many will have it. 

8 See Bernhardy, p. 259 ; Buttmann, Wewt. 
Gr. p. 292 [E. T. 339]. 

4See generally, C. F. A. Fritzsche in 
Fritzschior. Opuse. p. 284 f. 


5 Comp. Xen. Anabd. iv. 8. 82, and thereon, 
Kihner, Hom. 77. xviii. 521, and elsewhere. 

6 Bornemann, ad Sympos. iy. 63, p. 154; 
Bernhardy, ‘p. 290. 

7 Grotius aptly says that the three years 
indicate in general the whole period before 
Christ: ‘‘quo Deus patientissime expecta- 
vit Judaecorum emendationem,” ‘when 
God most patiently awaited the improve- 
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Jig-tree in the vineyard is not opposed to Deut. xxii. 9, for there trees are 
not spoken of.— Ver. 7. According to the reading tp. ér7 ag’ ov (see the 
critical remarks) : Jt 7s three years sincel, etc. Comp. Thucyd. i. 18. 2. — 
ivarl kad «.7.2.] wherefore also (besides that it itself bears nothing).? The kai 
belongs, as is often the case in questions, to the whole sentence (Baeumlein, 
Partikeln, p. 152).—sxatapyei] it makes the land useless—to wit, by Useless 
occupation of the space, by exhausting and shading it.” — Ver. 8. kai tovro 76 
éroc| the present year also—as already those three ineffectual past years. — éwe 
brov x.7.A.] until the time that I shall have dug, ete.—whereupon there shall oc- 
cur, even according to the result, what is said at ver. 9. — Kav pdv rorjon kaprév] 
and in ease perchance it shall have brought forth fruit—even in the. classical 
writers a frequent aposiopesis of the apodosis caAd¢ éyer.? On the interchange 
of éév and «i in such antitheses, in which the first conditional sentence is 
spoken with reference to the result, comp. Sauppe, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 37; 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 93 B, Gorg. p. 470 A; Winer, p. 263 [E. 
T. 263 f.].— ele 1d péAdov] sc. éroc, at the following year, which therefore 
comes in with the next year’s fig-harvest, thou shalt cut it down. [See 
Note CVI, p. 438.] Let it still therefore remain so long. Comp. on i. 
20. To supply éroc is by means of the correlation to rovro rd éroc, ver. 8, 
more strictly textual than the general notion postea, ‘‘ afterwards” (as it is 
usually taken, —éxxdwecc] ‘‘ Non dicit vinitor: eascindam, coll. ver. 7, sed 
rem refert ad dominum; desinit tamen pro ficu deprecari,” ‘*‘ The vine- 
dresser does not say: I wéll cut it down (comp. ver. 7), but refers the matter 
to his lord; yet he ceases to intercede for the fig-tree,” Bengel. 

Vv. 10-17. A Sabbath cure peculiar to Luke, without any more precise 
specifying of time and place. He might find a motive for inserting it just 
in this place in his source of the narrative of the journey itself. But to ex- 
plain its position here from the fact that the three years of ver. 7 had re- 
minded him of the eighteen years of ver. 11 (Holtzmann, p. 153) would be 
fantastic. — Ver. 11. #v] aderat. [Meyer omits, see critical note.]— veya 
aobevelac] @ spirit of weakness, i.e., a demon (see ver. 16), who paralyzed her 
muscular powers, so that she could not straighten herself. . This conception 
of do@év. ismore in accordance with the context than the general one of sich- 
ness. — cic 70 mavteAéc| comp. Heb. vii. 25, and thereon Bleek ; Ae. xii. 20, 
v. 7. It belongs adverbially not to yy divaz. (de Wette, Bleek, and most 
commentators), but to dvaxtya, with which it stands. She was bowed to- 
gether (Ecclus. xii. 11, xix. 26f., and in the Greek writers), and from this 
position to straighten herself up perfectly was to her impossible. — Ver. 12. 
aroréAvoar] thow art loosed ; that which will immediately occur is represented 
as already completed. — Ver. 14. aroxpieic] See on Matt, xi. 25.—76 dy] 


ment of the Jews.’ Within three years, as 
a rule, the tree when planted bore fruit, 
Wetstein im loc. The people addressed are 
the tvés, ver. 1 as ver. 2, but as members of 
God’s people (the vineyard), not as inhab- 
itants of Jerusalem (W eizsiicker). 

1See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 887; Klotz, 


ad Devar. p. 635 ff. 

2 Examples of xarapyetv, inertem facere, 
Eur. Phoen. 760; Ezra iv. 21, 28, v. 5, vi. 8, 

3 See Valckenaer, Schol. p. 217 ; Hermann, 
ad Viger. p. 8338; Buttmann, Weut. Gr. 
p. 339 [E. T. 396]. 
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Taking his stand upon Deut. v. 13, he blames—not directly Jesus, for he 
could not for shame do so, but —the people, not specially the woman at all : 
Jesus was to be attacked indirectly. — Ver. 15. troxpirai] Euthymius Ziga- 
benus aptly says: broxpitac Gvéuace Tove Kata Tov apyovvaywyov, ‘‘ He calls 
those like the ruler of the synagogue hypocrites” (the class of men to which 
he belonged, the hierarchical opposition, comp. ver. 17), d¢ iroxpivouévouc piv 
TiLav Tov caBPBarov vouov, exdixovvtac dé Tdv dOdvov éavtdy, ‘‘as pretending to 
honor the law of the Sabbath, but avenging their own envy.” — azayayév] 
pictorially, ‘‘ad opws demonstrandum,” ‘‘to describe the labor,” Bengel. — 
Ver. 16. The argument is @ minori ad majus (as xiv. 5), andthe majus is sig- 
nificantly gjndicated py the doubled description @vyarépa ’ABp. odcav (comp. 
xix, 9) and fy édycev 6 Latavac x.t.A. ‘ Singula verba habent emphasin,” 
‘‘Bach word is emphatic” (Grotius),—a remark which holds good also of 
the vividly introduced idof, comp. Deut. viii. 4. As adaughter of Abraham, 
she belongs to the special people of God, and must hence be wrested from 
the devil. Of spiritual relationship with Abraham (Lechler in the Stud. uw. 
Krit. 1854, p. 821) nothing is said. — 7» édyoev 6 catr.] since he, namely, by 
means of one of his servants, a demon, has taken away her liberty in the 
manner mentioned at ver. 11. —-déxa «.7.2. is not a nominative, but an accu- 
sative of the duration of time. Comp. ver. 8, xv. 29, and elsewhere. — Ver. 
17. xatnoybv. ravt. of dvtex. ait.] Comp. Isa. xlv. 16. — y:vouévoic] Present ; 
describing the glorious work of Jesus as continuing. 

Vv. 18-20. Comp. on Matt. xiii. 31-33; Mark iv. 31 f.—2eye bv] 
does not introduce the parables which follow in an indefinite and random 
manner (Strauss, I. p. 626; comp. de Wette and Holtzmann), which is 
erroneously inferred from ver. 17 regarded as a closing remark, and denies 
to Luke even the commonest skill in the management of his materials ; but 
after the conclusion of the precedingincident (ver. 17) Jesus, in conse- 
quence (odv, see the critical remarks) of the joy manifested by the people, 
sees Himself justified in conceiving the fairest hopes on behalf of the Mes- 
sianic kingdom, and these He gives utterance to in these parables. This is, 
how we find it in Luke ; and his mode of connecting them with the context 
is so consistent with the facts, that from this quarter there is no opposition 
to our assuming as original in this place what, if not an exact repetition of 
the two parables already spoken at Matt. xiii. and Mark iv., was at least 
an express reference to them. Even in the source of his narrative of the 
journey from which Luke draws from ix. 51 onwards, they-might have 
been connected with the foregoing section, vv. 10-17. [See Note CVIL., 
p- 488.] — Ver. 19. ei¢ xjrov éavtov] into a garden belonging to himself, where 
it was protected, where he could observe and foster it, etc. — Ver. 20. raw] 
once more ; for the question of ver. 18 is repeated. 

Ver. 22. Introduction of a new act in the progress of the journey 
(ix. 57, x. 88, xvii. 11). The mention of the journey holds the historical 
thread. [See Note CVIIL., p. 438.] — kai rop. rowby.] teaching, and at the 
same time, etc. 

Ver. 23. This questioner was certainly a confessor of Jesus, ver. 24 ff. 
There is nothing besides this that we can define more precisely, except that 
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the question itself might be called forth by the stringency of the claims of 
Jesus. — As to ci,’ see on Matt. xii. 10. 

Ver. 24. Ilpic airoic| refers to those who were present, of whom the ques- 
tioner was one. Jesus, giving after His manner a practical application to 
the theoretical question, answers not directly, but by means of the admoni- 
tion : Strive to enter in (to the Messiah’s kingdom, to which that question 
referred, conceived of asa house) by the narrow door, since many in vain shall 
attempt to enter. Therein is implied : ‘ Instead of concerning yourselves 
with the question whether they who attain to salvation are only few, reflect 
rather that many shall not attain it, and set out therefore on the right road 
to attaining it.” — did r#¢ orev#¢ Obpac] (see the critical remarks) feminds us 
of a house which has, besides the usual door, also a distinct smald one, and 
only by means of this is admission possible : so the attainment of salvation 
is possible only by means of the perdvora. The figurative representation, 
which Jesus has already made use of in the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. vii. 
13, is here repeated and modified ; the simple d:a ric orev. Obp., without any 
more definite explanation (comp., on the other hand, Matt. /.c.), bears the 
stamp of a reference to something already previously propounded (in oppo- 
sition to de Wette, Weiss, and others, who are in doubt as to the originality 
of the saying in this place). —fyrAcovew] weaker than dyovifeche. — eiceAbciv] 
in general ; dvd tic orevijc Oipac is not repeated. —xk. obk layicovow] because 
they omit ayovifecbar elaeAOeiv did tHe atevijc Obpac, t.e., they have not repented. 
[See Note CIX., p. 488. ] 

Vv. 25-27.? If you are excluded from the kingdom of Messiah, you shall 
then in vain urge your external connection with me ! 


TWAdrres yap oixodeor6d- 
tyv Tia Kaljuevoy Kk. brodexduevov, ‘‘ For He represents a certain master of a 
house sitting and entertaining” (at the repast, ver. 29), rove gidove avrod, 
‘his friends ” (rather his family ; see subsequently on wéfev), sira éyexpdpevov 
Kk. atoKdelovta THY Obpav Tov olKaV adrodv, K. [uy CVvyXopodYTa ToICG aAAoLG ElceADEiv, 
‘‘then rising and shutting to the door of his house, and not allowing the 
others to enter,” Euthymius Zigabenus. The construction is such that the 
apodosis begins with +672, ver. 26 (Bengel, Bornemann), and continues down 
to adexiac, ver. 27, in accordance with which the punctuation should be 
adjusted. The apodosis does not begin as early as «ai amoxpifeic, ver. 25 (the 
usual mode of punctuation), so that with ver. 26 anew sentence would begin ; 
for the former xai, which would not be a sign of the apodosis (de Wette), 


1That in direct questions «i should be 
used as the recitative 67, which would have 
to be explained by a transition of the oratio 
obliqua into the oratio directa, even after 
the learned investigation of Lipsius, Paulin. 
Rechifervigungslehre, 1853, p. 30 ff., I must 
doubt, since we should find this use of « 
much more frequently elsewhere, and since 
in the isolated places where it occurs it is 
just the meaning of the doubtful question 
(whether indeed ?) which is very appropriate 
Matt. xii. 10, xix. 33 Luke xiil. 23, xxii: 
49; Acts i. 6, vii. 1, xix. 2, xxi. 37, xxii. 25). 


On the classical beginnings of this usage, 
nothing likewise is to be decided other 
than on the New Testament usage, to 
wit, with Ast, Lew. Plat. I. p. 601: “ Du- 
bitanter interrogat, ita ut interrogatio vide- 
atur directa esse,” “He asks doudbtingly, 
that thus the question may appear to be 
direct.” 

2 Down to ver. 29 we have a series of 
reminiscences of very varied discourses 
linked together in Luke’s source of the 
journey, which are found in several por- 
tions of Matthew taken from the Logia. 
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but would mean also, would be superfluous and confusing, whereas rére pre- 
sents itself, according to a usage known to every one (v. 85, xxi. 20, and 
elsewhere), of itself, and according to the meaning, as the division of the 
sentence. It is according to the meaning, for thus the apodosis brings out 
the principal point, namely, the urging of the relation of external connection 
and (observe only the continuation of the apodosis through ver. 27) its fruit- 
lessness. Lachmann (following Beza) connects a@’ ov . . . avorov juiv (after 
which he places a full stop) with cai ob« iovicovow, ver. 24. Schege follows 
him. But opposed to this is the second person apfyo6e, which is not in ac- 
cordance with icyicovow, but carries forward the address that began with 
aywvitecbe. Ewald conceives the apodosis as beginning as early as Kai apEyo0e, 
ver. 25, but in such a manner that this apodosis is transformed into a second 
protasis. The harshness of this supposition is increased still more by the 
fact that if we read ap£yobe, ver. 26, the force of the protasis must come up 
anew with the repetition of the sound.'— «ai ap£yofe] can only arbitrarily be 
limited to kpotew, as though it ran apf. &w éordrec xpobev. (Fritzsche, ad 
Matth. p. 541). It refers to beth the infinitives. The people have begun the 
persistent standing there and knocking, in respect of which they say : Lord, 
open to us ; then the master of the house answers that he knows them not 
(Matt. xxv. 12), etc. ; next, they begin to say something else, to wit, their 
éddyouev k.t.2. ‘Thus there appears in dpéyofe and dpfeobe, ver. 26, a very 
vivid representation of their several fruitless attempts. — kat aroxp. épet ty. | 
a graphic transition to the future: after that... ye shall have begun. . 
and he shall say. At the same time, however, it is a departure from the 
regular construction,’ as though ay had not gone before (Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 142). —oi« oida tyac réOev éoré] Comp. John vil. 27; Winer, p. 551 
[E. T. 626]. — rdfev] z.e., of what family (see on John vii. 27) ; ye are not 
members of my house, but of another that is unknown to me. — Ver, 26 f. 
évoribv cov] before thine eyes, as thy guests, but corresponding in a more 
lively manner to the expression of the master of the house than the mere 
peta cov. — év raicg rAar. ju. édidaé.| A divergence from the person describing 
to the person described, which occurs in ver. 27 in améotyte. . . 
and at ver. 28f. Bengel aptly says on ver. 27: ‘‘Iterantur eadem verba ; 
stat sententia ; sed iterantur cum emphasi,” ‘‘The same words are repeated ; 
the verdict holds good ; but it is repeated with emphasis.” For the rest, 
comp. on Matt. vil. 22 According to the tendency-critics, the doers of 
iniquity in Matthew must be Pauline-Christians, but in Luke Jewish-Chris- 
tians.? What crafty turns the evangelists have got credit for ! Antinomians 
(Weizsiicker) are not meant at all, but immoral adherents. 


aduxiac, * 


1 This reading, indeed, has in its favor 
ADKLMT5XTATION and many min., 
put it is a mechanical repetition of the sub- 
junctive from ver. 25. Yet it isnow adopted 
by Tischendorf [Tisch. VIII. has apéecvde]. 

20On the question discussed in so many 
ways whether in the classical writers (ex- 
cept Homer) av stands with the future 
(Brunck, Heindorf, Hermann, Hartung, 
Stallbaum, Reisig, Ktthner, Kriiger, and 


28 


many others) or not, see especially Her- 
mann, de part. av, p. 30 ff.; Hartung, Parti- 
kell. II. p. 282 ff. (both in favor of it); and 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 118 ff. (against it). 

3 On épyarys, @ doer of good or evil (so 
only in this place in the New Testament), 
comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 27: 
ceuvov epyatyv ; 1 Mace. iil. 6. 

4See Hilgenfeld, Avit. Unters. p. 184 f., 
Hvang. p. 196, Zettisehr. 1865, p. 192. 


TOY KAA@Y Kal 
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Vv. 28, 29. Comp. on Matt. viii. 11 f. The words of Jesus. — éxei] there, 
in the place to which ye shall thus be turned away. For the most part it is 
understood temporally, év éxeivw TO kaipd, ‘‘in that season,” Euthymius Zig- 
abenus. Rarely thus in the classical writers (Soph. Phil. 394 ; Bornemann, 
Schol. p. 90 f.), but never (yet comp. éxeifev, Acts xili. 21) in the New Tes- 
tament ; and here the context points definitely by azéoryre am’ éuot to the 
well-known locality, as, moreover, the standing type of this formula sane- 
tioned by use (Matt. xiii. 42, 50, xxii. 13, xxiv. 51, xxv. 30) with éxet leads 
one to think only of that locality. — érav dwyofe] What contrasts! They 
saw the patriarchs and prophets established in the kingdom, but in themselves 
experience the sense of being cast out, and instead of them come heathens from 
the east and west, etc.'—’Afp. x. "Io. «. "Iaxd8] Comp. Matt. vii. 11. The 
Marcionite reading rdvrac rove dixaiove 1s an intentional removal of the patri- 
archs (Volkmar, comp. Zeller, Apostelg. p. 17). It was not original, so that 
the canonical reading cannot be said to have been introduced in accordance 
with Matt. 7.c., or in opposition to Marcion’s views (Hilgenfeld, Baur). — 
éxBaArou. éw] agrees with the figure, although the persons concerned are not 
admitted at all ; for they are members of the family, and as such, 7.¢., as orig- 
inally belonging to the theocratic community of the patriarchs and prophets, 
they are by their rejection practically é«@arAduevor &u. The present tense is 
justifiable, since the dpav «.r.A. at the time of the éora 7 KAavOudc will be 
already past. Hence : if ye shall have seen yourselves as such, become (not are) 
the cast out. After they shall have seen this measure carried out, they shall 
be in hell, where there shall be weeping, etc. 

Ver. 30. Comp. on Matt. xix. 30, xx. 16.—eiciv] (before the establish- 
ment of the kingdom ; éoovrac) after it, iv the kingdom. — écyaroz] i.e., those 
who have not become believers till very late (as such, born heathens, ver. 
29). — éoovra tpdrot] Members of the first rank in the kingdom of Messiah. 
The originality of this maxim, uttered in several forms and in various con- 
nections, is to be claimed exclusively for no particular place. 

Ver. 31 ff. as far as ver. 33 peculiar to Luke from the source of his narra- 
tive of the journey. — According to xvii. 11, the incident occurred in Gal- 
ilee, with which ix. 51 ff. (see on the passage) is not inconsistent. [See 
Notes LXXXI., p. 878 seq., CVIII., p. 488.] —That the Pharisees did not 
merely give out on pretence their statement in reference to Antipas (Theophy- 
lact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Maldonatus, and others, including Olshausen and 
Ebrard), but actually had instructions from him, because he himself wished 
to be rid of the dreaded miracle-worker (ix. 7, 9) out of his dominions, is 
plain from rf aAorexe rabry, ver. 32, whereby is declared His penetration of 
the subtle cunning’ of Herod (not of the Pharisees) ; in the contrary case, 
Jesus would have had no ground for characterizing him just as He did, and 


10On the subjunctive form 6Wnode, see 
Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 31 [E. T. 36). 
2 Asa type of cunning and knavery, the 


Schriftbew. Il. 1, p. 815, to suppose that by 
the fox is meant the destroyer of the vine- 
yard (comp. Cant. ii. 15). References to 


epithet fox is so generally frequent, and 
this figure is here so appropriate, that it 
appears quite groundless for Hofmann, 


the Song of Songs are not in general to be 
discerned anywhere in the New Testament, 
comp. on John iii. 29, 
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that too in the consciousness of His higher prophetic and regal dignity. 
But that Herod used even the enemies of Jesus for this purpose was not un- 
wisely calculated, because he could rely upon them, since they also, on their 
part, must be glad to see Him removed out of their district, and because the 
cunning of the Pharisees for the execution of such like purposes was at all 
events better known to him than were the frequent exposures which they 
had experienced at the hands of Jesus.’ 

Ver. 32. ‘Idod, é«BaAdw . . . TeAevotua] Behold, I cast out demons, and I 
acconyplish cures to-day and to-morrow, and on the third day I come to an end ; 
to wit, not in general with my work, with my course (Acts xx. 24), or the 
like, but, according to the context, with these castings out and cures. A defi- 
nitely appropriate answer, frank and free, in opposition to timid cunning. 
To-day and to-morrow I allow myself not tobe disturbed in my work 
here in the land of Herod, but prosecute it without hindrance till 
the day after to-morrow, when I come to a conclusion with it. Jesus, 
however, mentions precisely His miraculous working, not His teaching, 
because He knew that the former, but not the latter, had excited the appre- 
hension of Herod. — redevotuac] (the present of the certain future, not the 
Attic future) might be the middle (Jamblichus, Vit. Pyth. 158) ; but in all 
the passages of the New Testament, and, as a rule, among the Greek writ+ 
ers, tedewvofa is passive. So also here ; comp. Vulg. It.: conswmmor. 
Tedecodv means ad finem perducere, ‘‘to bring to an end,” the passive reAevv- 
ola ad finem pervenire, ‘to come to anend.” Hence: I come to a conclu- 
sion, I have done ; with what? the context shows, see above. Against the 
explanation of the end of life, so that the meaning would amount to morior,? 
are decisive even the statements of the days which, in their definiteness,* 
could not be taken (as even Kuinoel, Ewald, and others will have them) 
proverbially (cfmepov x. abp.: per breve tempus, ‘after a little while,” and rf 
tpitn : paulo post, ‘‘ shortly after,” comp. Hos. vi. 2), as also ropetecbas, ver. 
33. [See Note CX., p. 488 seq.] Just as little reason is there for seeing 
prefigured in the three days, the three years of the official ministry of Jesus 
(Weizsiicker, p. 812). 

Ver. 33. Nevertheless (although I am not, through your advice, discon- 
certed inthat three days’ ministry) the necessity still lies before me, to-day and 
to-morrow and the next day, to obey your ropetov évrevher, since it is not allow- 
able that a prophet, etc. Jesus means to say, ‘‘ Nevertheless it cannot at all 
be otherwise than that I should conjoin with this work, which is still to be 
done to-day and to-morrow and the next day, the departure from Galilee, 
since I shall not perish in Galilee, as Herod threatens, but in order to per- 
ish must proceed to Jerusalem, which after all has the monopoly, that a 
prophet must not be slain out of it.” In the answer, which as looking ap- 


1 On the proverbial adé7n&, comp. Pind. many others; comp. also Neander, Baum- 
Pyth. ii. 141; Plat. Pol. ii. p. 365 C; and garten-Crusius, Schegg, Bisping, Linder in 
thereupon, Stallbanm ; Plut. Sol. 30. Comp. the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 564. 
a@dwrexigerw in Aristoph. Vesp. 1241; also 3 #.g. the expression is different in Dem. 
xivados, Dem, 281. 22, 307. 23 ; Soph. Aj. 103. De Oor. § 195: uia jnuépa Kal So Kat Tpets, 

2Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, See Dissen on the passage, p. 362. 

Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Kypke, and 


436 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 
proaching death in the face at once boldly contemns the threatening of the 
timid prince, are accordingly involved the three positions—(1) I have under- 
taken to labor three days more in Galilee, and in that undertaking I will 
not be disconcerted ; (2) nevertheless, I must in these three days contrive my 
departure from Galilee ;? and wherefore this ? in order to escape the death 
with which Herod threatens me? No ; (8) I must do this because I must 
not in Galilee—not outside of Jerusalem, but just in that place of the mur- 
der of prophets—die ; and therefore must make for Jerusalem.* — zopetecbar] 
It is not in contradiction with ver. 22, for while travelling 
Jesus was accustomed to cast out demons, and to perform cures. If He 
wished to do the latter, He could at the same time do the former. Most of 
the commentators (even Grotius, Kuinoel, Olshausen) are grammatically and 
contextually wrong (see ver. 81) in the explanation : travel about undis- 
turbed in my occupations. When others, following Syr., limit ropetecbae 
merely to +7 éyouévy, interpreting it either as to depart (Theophylact, Casau- 
bon) or to die (Kuthymius Zigabenus, Elsner), they supply (comp. also 
Neander) after aipiov a thought such as épydfecba: or évepyqoa & cixov. This is 
indeed to make the impossible possible !— ot« évdéyerac] tt cannot be done, tt 
as not possible (2 Macc. xi. 18, and see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. vi. p. 501 C), 
with ironically excited emotion makes the frequent and usual hyperbolically 
to appear as necessary (for allthe prophets were not actually slain in Jerusalem, 
as is shown even in the instance of the Baptist) for the purpose of showing 
how empty the threatening of Herod appears to Jesus, since He must rather 
go to Jerusalem to die. The opinion (Grotius, Drusius, Knatchbull, Light- 
foot, Wolf, and others) that He refers to the right belonging exclusively to 
the Sanhedrim of judging prophets and condemning them to death (Sanhedr. 
f. 2. 1, f. 89. 1, and elsewhere) is mistaken, since the matter here in ques- 
tion is of the actual aroAéofar, and since Jesus could not place Himself on a 
level with those who were condemned as false prophets.* 

Vv. 34, 85. See on Matt. xxiii. 371%. The original place of this exclama- 
tion isin Matthew (in opposition to Olshausen, Wieseler, Holtzmann, and 
others), although the connection in which Luke gives it from his source of 
the journey is not to be called inappropriate (in opposition to Schleiermach- 


depart, ver. 31. 


1 The inference is not here to be drawn 
(so Wieseler, Synopse, p. 821) that Jesus was 
still distant three days’ journey from the 
end of His expedition (Jerusalem, not Beth- 
any, as Wieseler will have it, see ver. 22, 
and on ix. 51 ff.). The occupation of these 
three days is rather, according to ver. 32, 
principally the casting out of demons and 
healings; but the jowrney must have been 
bound up therewith, so that Jesus intends 
on the third day to reach the limit to which 
in xvii. 11 He has already come. 

2? Schleiermacher is wrong in assuming 
(Schr. d. Luk. p. 195) that Jesus means to 
say that He must still abide two days in 
the place, and then for two days more jour- 
ney quietly, etc. In ver. 83 they are indeed 


the same ays as in ver. 82. De Wette con- 
siders the saying as unimportant,—that it 
is probably incorrectly reported; and 
Holtzmann finds the section so obscure 
that on that account Matthew omitted it. 
According to Baur, Jesus marks out the 
mopeveodar, the progress on His journey 
never to be interrupted as His preper task, 
which would be in harmony with the Paul- 
ine character of the Gospel. With this con- 
flicts the statement giving the reason ére 
ovx évdéxerau «.7.4. Bleek conjectures that 
ont. kK. avp. kat was introduced from ver. 32 
by a transcriber’s error at an early period. 

3 Comp. Winer in Zimmerman’s Jfonats- 
schr, II, 3, p. 206. 
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er, de Wette, Bleek). The painful reminder and announcement appears 
on the part of Jesus natural enough after ver. 33, and in the face of the 
theocratic hypocrites, ver. 35 is a striking dismissal. — rv éavtije voootdy] her 
own nest, namely, with the chickens therein, her own brood.’ As to the tes- 
timony of the passage before us to an already frequent ministry of Jesus in 
Jerusalem, sce on Matt. xxiii. 88 f., Remark. Comp. Weizsiicker, p. 310. 
But Schenkel, in opposition to all the evangelical notices, conjectures that 
during His supposed single sojourn in Judea (where He now is) He was 
oftener in Jerusalem. According to Keim (D. geschichtl. Chr. p. 84), Luke 
must at least have understood all the Jews as the children of Jerusalem, 
which, however, according to the context (vv. 33, 35), is not correct. In 
Luke the apostrophe refers to the remote inhabitants of the central seat of 
the theocracy. — Ver. 35. Continued apostrophe to the inhabitants of Jeru- 
salem. — Aéyw dé [see critical note] iyiv x.r.A.| cannot refer to the festal pro- 
cession that was close at hand (Erasmus, Er. Schmid, Stein ; Paulus, accord- 
ing to whom the meaning must be, ‘‘defore the festival caravans I shall 
not come !”’*), which would yield the most nugatory and inappropriate 
thought in a pompous form, as the conclusion of a solemn denunciation of 
threatening. It refers to the Parousia (see already Theophylact), and the 
train of thought is : ‘‘The divine protection departs from your city (agiera 
duty 6 oik. du., See on Matt. xxiii. 38), and in this abandonment I shall not 
appear to you as a helper,—ye shall not see me until I come to the estab- 
lishment of my kingdom, and shall receive your (then no further to be with- 
held) homage as the Messiah.” The meaning is somewhat different from 
what it isin Matthew. Observe, namely—(1) that Luke has not the azdpre 
' of Matthew (and, moreover, could not have it, since he has the saying before 
the festal entry) ; (2) that, therefore, in Luke the time of the ob p74 pe idyre 
must be the duration of the previously declared abandonment ; (8) that 
instead of 2éywo yap (Matt.) Luke places Aéyw dé, which dé is not to be taken 
as explanatory, in the sense of yap (because it is not followed by azdpru as in 
Matthew), but as ¢z continuation, autem, as an advance towards a new point 
in the announcement : ‘‘ Ye shall be abandoned, but how long? abandoned 
even till my Parousia.” [See Note CXL. p. 439.] Comp. the expression 
Cnrhoeté pe kK. ovx ebphoere in John vi. 34 : the restoration of Israel, so that by 
fe x.t.A. would be meant the conversion of the people (Hofmann, Schriftb. 
IL. 2, p. 90 ff.), is neither here nor elsewhere taught in the New Testament. 
— éuc #£ec (see the critical remarks) dre eizyre] till it (the point of time) shall 
be, when ye shall have said. The subjunctive after dre without a : ‘si res non 
ad cogitationem refertur et eventus tantummodo spectatur,” ‘‘if the matter 
is not referred to reflection and simply regarded as a result,” Klotz, ad Devar. 
p. 688.3 In this place to consider the subjunctive as occasioned by éw¢ (Butt- 
mann, Wewt. Gr. p. 199 [E. T. 281 f.]) is arbitrary. 


1 Comp. Plat. Pol. viii. p. 548 A; Herod. sees here nothing but the dismissal ‘‘ until 
jii. 111, often in the LXX. the next Passover festival.”” 

2 Comp. Wieseler, Synopse, p. 822, whom 3 See on this specially Homeric use, even 
this erroneous reference drives to explain Thiersch in the Act. Monac. I. p. 18 ff.; Bern- 
the passage in Matthew as a spurious addi- hardy, p. 397 f., 400. 
tion. See on Matthew. Even Holtzmann 
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Notts py AmeERrican EDIToR. 


CV. Ver. 1. év ait 76 Karp. 


Meyer presses the above phrase when he interprets it ‘‘at the same moment.”’ 
Still it is quite probable that no great interval is implied. This would favor 
the view that places vv. 1-9 (together with chap. xii.) in the Galilaean minis- 
try. Others think that at this point the account of the ministry in Peraea 
begins. Aside from the opening clause we have no hint as to time or place. 


CVI. Ver. 9. xaprov ele 76 péAdov. 


The above reading, which is strongly attested (see critical note), is not no- 
ticed by Meyer. The reference to the ‘following year” is thus joined with the 
bearing fruit, not with the cutting down. The R. V., however, while accepting 
the correct reading, gives ‘‘henceforth’’ as the rendering of ei¢ Td péAAov. 
Weiss ed. Mey. objects even to interpreting the owner of the vineyard as mean- 
ing God and the vine-dresser as pointing to Christ. 


CVII. Vy. 18-21. Parables of Mustard Seed and Leaven. 


Even Weiss ed. Mey. says these parables must have occupied this place in 
Luke’s main source. He, however, thinks the first Evangelist has transferred 
them to the position after Matt. xiii. 31-33, in accordance with Mark iv. 30 ff. 
But why should two Evangelists, and these the earlier (as Weiss holds), transfer 
them to the wrong position, and Luke alone, whom Weiss so often credits with 
‘“‘working over,’’ retain the proper order? Meyer’s view is far more satisfac- 
tory. 


CVIII. Ver. 22 ff. The Continuance of the Journey. 


It would appear that the entire passage from ver. 21 to chap. xvii. 10, after 
which there follows a new notice of journeying, is closely connected in time. 
The region was semewhcre in Herod’s dominions (comp. ver. 31), but whether 
it was in Peraea or Galilee is uncertain. Those who connect this part of Luke 
with the final journey to Jerusalem necessarily place it in Peraea, but many 
agree with Meyer in thinking that the locality was in Galilee. Weiss ed. Mey. 
places the incident of ver. 31 ff. in Peraea. 


CIX. Vv. 24, 25. 


Tregelles, Westcott and Hort, R. V. marg., connect these verses together. 
This would make a new sentence begin with tére (ver. 26). But Meyer’s view of 
the construction of vy. 25, 26 is preferable. 


a CX. Ver. 32. 7H tpizn reAecovpat, 


Weiss ed. Mey. agrees in the main with Meyer, but thinks the three days should 
not be taken literally. He refers them to ‘‘a definitely fixed period, irrespec- 
tive of the counsels and threatenings of Herod.” He regards the literal view 
in both vv. 32, 33 as a misunderstanding of the proverbial character of «three 
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days.’’ The Am. R. V. properly renders the verb: ‘I end my course.” It is 
quite possible that our Lord three days after this discourse passed out of the 
territory of Herod ; but, as it is uncertain where the incident occurred (see Note 
CVIII.), and as the literal interpretation is not a necessary one, no theory of the 
order of events in the Gospel history can be established from this passage. 


CXI. Ver. 35. Aéyo dé k.7.A. 


The dé is to be retained (see critical note). Weiss ed. Mey. does not re- 
gard it as continuative, but as forming the antithesis to the notion that they 
could, in their forsaken condition, hope to see Him come asa helper. In op- 
position to Meyer’s opinion that the restoration of Israel ‘‘is neither here nor 
elsewhere taught in the New Testament,” Weiss says: ‘‘ Here also, therefore, is 
the final delivering interposition of the Messiah (at His return) made to depend 
on the conversion of the people ; but whether this will ever occur is in no way 
decided thereby.’’ So Godet, who, however, emphasizes the certainty of this 
restoration. 
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CHAP Ly xb Ve 


Ver. 3. ei] is wanting in B D L 8, min. Pers. Copt. Syr.jet- Cant. Brix. Con- 
demned by Griesb. and Schulz, deleted by Tisch. Itis from Matt. xii. 10.— 
Jepareverv] B DL &, min. have teparevom, to which these authorities and vss. 
add 7ob. This Separevoa 7 od is, with Lachm. (who, however, brackets 7 cv) 
and Tisch., to be adopted. The Recepta is from Matt. xii. 10. — Ver. 5. [Treg., 
W. and Hort, R. V., omit azoxpiSelc (8 * B I, Copt.); retained by Tisch. (* and cb 
A, Vulg., etc.), since it is wanting in Matthew.|]—Instead of ovoc in HElz., 
vid¢ is to be read, on preponderating evidence. Recommended by Griesb., 
adopted by Matth. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. ; comp. also Rinck. [So recent edi- 
tors (R. V. marg.), with A B A, etc., Cyril.] The heterogeneous collocation vid¢ 
7 Bove excited objection, so that vidc was displaced in some authorities by évo¢ 
(following xiii. 15), in others by rpéBarov (D, Cant., following Matt. xii. 11).— 
[Ver. 6. Recent editors, R. V., with 8 BD L, omit avr ; so Tisch.] — Ver. 10. 
Elz. has avareoov, which on decisive evidence is to be rejected. The most im- 
portant Mss, are divided between avdrece (Matth. Scholz, Rinck, Lachm. Tisch.) 
and avareoa (Griesb. Schulz, Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 640). Although the attesta- 
tion of avarece (A B*¥ E HK SU VI 8, min.) is still stronger than that of ava- 
Teoa, yet the latter is to be preferred. The less familiar form gave place to one 
that was better known. To regard avazeca: as a clerical error (so Tisch. and 
Winer, p. 69 [E. T. 74]) is the more precarious, as the same clerical error must 
be assumed also at xvii. 7. [Recent editors agree with Tisch., and with him read 
épet (8 BL) and insert ravtuv (8 A BL) after évorwv. — Ver. 15. Recent edi- 
tors, R. V. (with 8*B L, 1, Copt., Syr.) substitute Gore for 6¢.] — Ver. 16. 
{Recent editors, R. V., with S B, read éroies.]|— péya] B** D A, min. Clem. 
have péyav. So Lachm. Rightly ; wéya is an amendment [Tisch. VIII. and 
recent editors have yéya].—[Ver. 17. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., omit mdvta, 
with 8* B L.]— Ver. 18. The order ravre¢ rapair, is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to 
be preferred on decisive evidence.— [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B D 
L, read eSeAaov.] — Ver. 21. After dovdAog Elz. has éxeivoc, which is condemned 
by Griesb., and on decisive evidence struck out by Lachm. and Tisch. An ex- 
egetical addition, — yudod¢ x. rvpAob¢] Lachm. and Tisch. have tvdAode x. ywdotc. 
Rightly ; the evidence in favor thereof preponderates ; the omission of Kai yor. 
(A, min. Syr.je") occasioned the restoration in the order given at ver, 13. — Ver. 
27. cov oravp. éavrov is found in A B L** M A, min. Lachm. Tisch. The Recepta 
tr. ot. abrov is from Matt. x. 88. — Ver. 28. Elz. has ra rpdc arapr., in opposition 
to decisive evidence. With Griesb. Scholz, Tisch. merely cic amapr. is to be 
read, in accordance with BD LR, min. 74 was added as a completion (A E G 
HKMSUTAA ®&, min. Lachm. have ra eic), and sic was explained by tpoc. 
Comp. ver, 32. — Ver. 31. The arrangement érépm aod. cvw3. (Lachm. Tisch.) 
is decisively attested, as well as also iravtqyoar.— [Tisch. W. and Hort, Weiss, 
R. V., with & B, Latin versions, read PovdAeboera instead of the present Bovdet- 
etat.| — Ver. 34. Instead of xaAdv read, with Tisch., following B Li X &, min. 
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vss., kaddv ov. Being apparently inappropriate, ody dropped out the more 
easily after the syllable ON. — édv dé] BD L.X 8, min. vss. Fathers have édv 68 kai. 
So rightly, Lachm. and Tisch. «ai was passed over in accordance with Matt. 
v. 13 ; Mark ix. 50. 


Vv. 1-6 peculiar to Luke from his source of the narrative of the journey. 
[See Note CXII., p. 447 seq. ]. —’Ev 76 éAGeiv x.7.4.] when He came, to wit, in 
the progress of the journey, xiii. 33. —rév dpyédvruv tr. bapicaiwr] not : of the 
members of the Sanhedrim belonging to the Pharisees (Grotius, Kuinoel, and 
many others), such as Nicodemus therefore, John iii. 1 ; for the incident is 
in Galilee (not Jerusalem, as Grotius ; not Judea, as Schenkel will have it), 
and, literally, it means nothing more than : of the Pharisee leaders, i.e., of the 
chiefs of the Pharisees. Jt is not to be defined more precisely ; but men such 
as Hillel, Schammai, Gamaliel, and others belong to this category. — caf- 
Baz] the holiness of which (the preparation occurred previously) was not op- 
posed to it, nay, ‘‘lautiores erant isto die illis mensae . . . idque ipsis judi- 
cantibus ex pietate et religione,” ‘‘ their tables were more sumptuous on this 
day. . . and this, according to their own decision, from motives of piety 
and religion,” Lightfoot.! — ¢ayeiv aprov] comp. Matt. xv. 2. Jesus was in- 
vited, ver. 12. —xai airoi| This isthe common use of kai after éyévero ; airol, 
they on their part, the Pharisees. — raparnpotu.| generally, whether He would 
give them occasion for charge or complaint. Otherwise, vi. 7.— Ver. 2. And 
behold a dropsical man was therein His presence. This denotes the unexpected 
sight of the presence (not as a guest, see ver. 4) of the sick man, who jp 
lorduevoc, kal uy ToAuaY ev CytHoa Oepareiav Jia 70 oa3BarTov Kal Tobg Papioaiouc 
pawvdpuevos J& pdvor, iva Wav olKTetphon TovTOY ay égavtod Kal aTaAAdEy Tov bdpwros, 
‘‘was standing, and not daring to seek healing on account of the Sabbath 
and the Pharisees ; but only appearing, in order that seeing He might have 
pity on this one of Himself and relieve him of the dropsy,” Euthymius Ziga- 
benus. The view of many (see also Wetstein, Kuinoel, Gléckler, Lange), 
that the sick man was intentionally brought in by the Pharisees, is the 
more arbitrary, as ver. 2 is not linked on by yép. Moreover, the cure oc- 
curred before the dinner, ver. 7. — Ver. 3. aroxpi.| at this appearance of the 
sick man. — Ver. 4. ériAaBdpuevoc] a taking hold which brought about the 
miraculous cure, stronger than dydyevoc.? Otherwise Mark viii. 23.°— Ver. 
5. Comp. on Matt. xii. 11. The construction is such that the nominative of 
tivoc tuav is the subject in the second half of the sentence.*— In respect of 
the reading vide (see the critical remarks ; Mill, Bornemann, and Lachmann, 
Praef. Ul. p. vii., unjustifiably conjecture dic), which is not inappropriate 
(de Wette), the conclusion of Jesus is not drawn, as xiii. 15 f., @ minori ad 
majus,® but from the ethical principle that the helpful compassion which we 


1 Comp. Neh. viii. 10; Tob. ii. 1; also John 
xii. 2; Wetstein in loc. ; Spencer, de leg. rit. 
p. 87 ff. 

2 Paulus after his fashion makes use of 
the word for the naturalizing of the mira- 
cle: ‘‘ Probably Jesus took him aside, and 
looked after the operation of the means 


previously employed.” 

3 The accusative avrév is not dependent on 
émtA. See Buttmann, Weut. Gr. p. 140 [E. 
T. 160). 

4 Comp. generally, Bernhardy, p. 468; 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 72 B. 

5 This reading, moreover, sets aside the 
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show in reference to that which is owr own (be it son or beast) on the Sab- 
bath, we are also bound to show ¢o others (love thy neighoor as thyself). 

Vv. 7-11. On the special propriety of this table conversation,' comp. on 
xi. 38 f. Here, again, the circumstance especially which had just occurred 
with the dropsical man had prepared a point of view widely different from 
that of customary politeness. — rapaBoagy] ‘‘sumtam a moribus externis, 
spectantem interna,” ‘‘ taken from external customs, having in view inter- 
nal,” Bengel. The moral significance of this figurative apophthegm (wD) 
may be seen at ver. 11. — éxéyor] attendens, ‘‘ taking heed of,” comp. on 
Acts iti. 5, and see Valckenaer. —pwroxdic.] See on Matt. xxiii. 6 ; Light- 
foot, p. 886. — Ver. 8. ei¢ yauovc] not generally : to an entertainment, but : 
to a wedding, in respect of which, however, a special purpose is not to be 
assumed (Bengel thinks that ‘‘civilitatis causa,” ‘‘for the sake of courtesy,” 
Jesus did not name a feast in general); but the typical representation of the 
future establishment of the kingdom as a wedding celebration obviously 
suggested the expression (Matt. xxii.). — Ver. 9. 6 08 «. avtdv xadéoac] not : 
who invited thyself also (Bornemann), which would lay upon oé an unfounded 
emphasis, so much as: qui te et alum vocavit (Vulgate), the impartial 
host who must be just to both. — épei cor] future, not dependent on parore 
(comp. on Matt. v. 25), but an independent clause begins with xa? éA66v. — 
kat tore apey] the shame of the initial movement of taking possession of the 
last place in which he now must acquiesce,’ after his previously assumed 
mpotokAtcia is here made prominent. — Ver. 10. dvareca] 1 aor. imperative 
middle, which tense occurs also in Josephus, Bell. vii. 6. 4 (Stexrécacbar) ; 
Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 641, takes it as futwre, formed after the analogy of 
odyecat and rieoa (xvii. 8). But these forms come from the future forms 
odyoua: and rioua, and hence are not analogous to the one before us. [But 
see critical note.]—iva] corresponds to the y#rore, ver. 8, and denotes the 
purpose of the avareca: cig r. éay. térov. The result is then specified by rére 
fora. — rpocavani:| The host occupies the position where the higher place 
is (xpé¢ = hither). Comp. moreover, Prov. xxv. 7.— Ver. 11. Comp Matt. 
xxiii, 12. A general law of retribution, but with an intentional application 
to the Messianic retribution. Comp. Hrubin, f. xiii. 2: ‘‘ Qui semet ipsum 
deprimit, cum §. B. exaltat ; et qui se ipsum exaltat, cum 8. B. deprimit,” 
‘He who depresses himself, him does the Ever-Blessed exalt ; and who ex- 
alts himself, him does the Ever-Blessed depress.” 

Vy. 12-14. Doubtless the collocation of the company at table suggested 
these words, which likewise are meant not probably as an actual table ar- 
rangement, but parabolically, as a foil to the customary teaching, that in- 
stead of arranging the manifestations of human friendliness with a view to 
receiving a return, we should make such manifestations just to those who 
cannot repay them again,; then shall we receive requital in the kingdom of 


opinion of Schleiermacher, p 196, that in 2 For the intervening places are already 
respect of the quotation of this expression rightly arranged, and not to be changed. 
there is no reference back to xiii. 10. ‘*Quisemel cedere jubetur, longe remove- 

1JIn opposition to Gfrorer, Heil. Sage, I. tur,” ‘‘ He who is once ordered to give place, 


p. 265, de Wette, Schenkel, Eichthal. is far removed,”’ Bengel. 
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the Messiah. At the root of this lies the idea that the temporal requital 
striven after excludes the Messianic compensation, the idea of the aréyew rdv 
puobov (Matt. vi. 2, v. 16). There is no allusion in this place to the calling 
of the heathen (Schenkel). — u4] not : non tam, ‘‘not so much,” or non tan- 
tum, ‘‘not only” (Kuinoel, and many others), which here would be even 
logically wrong on account of pirore x. avroi ce avrix. Jesus gives, indeed, 
only a figurative discourse. —¢éver] purposely chosen ; the manifest, obvious 
element of the cadet (ver. 13) is denoted. — r2ovciove| belongs only to yeiro- 
vac (in opposition to Grotius). —parore x.7.A.] ‘* Hic metus mundo ignotus 
est, ut metus divitiarum,” ‘‘ This fear is unknown to the world, like the fear 
of riches,” Bengel. — ayricaAéowor] Comp. Xen. Symp. i. 15.1—In respect 
of «ai avrot the general idea of the invitation has presented itself. — Ver. 13. 
avarjpouc] maimed.? — Ver. 14. avrarodoffcerac] * placed first for emphasis, 
—éy tH dvactdce tov dtxaiwv| This is the avdoracie Cogc, see on John vy. 28. 
The Jewish doctrine of a double resurrection is confirmed not only by Paul 
(iCorseava2 2 il hesssave LO compaeActsexcxve 9), but also in this 
place by Christ (comp. also Matt. xxiv. 31). Comp. xx. 34-36. Otherwise 
tév dcxaiwv Would be a superfluous and unmeaning addition.* Moreover, it 
could not be taken by the Pharisaic hewrers in any other sense than in the 
particularistic one, but not in such a manner as that Jesus, because He had 
the dikaiovg directly in view, only mentioned the resurrection of these, with- 
out thereby excluding that of the remaining people as contemporary (in op- 
position to Kaeufer, De Cui aivv. not. p. 52). The doctrine of the millen- 
nial kingdom between the first and second resurrection adopted in the 
Apocalypse (Bertholdt, Christol. § 38). is not, however, confirmed, nor are 
the Rabbinical traditions, partly varying very much among themselves on 
the several stages of the resurrection (Eisenmenger, Hntdecht. Judenth. I. 
p- 901 ff.); further, the assumption is not confirmed, according to which 
the Israelites in themselves were understood as the d:eaiove who should first 
arise (Bertholdt, § 35 ; Eisenmenger, II. p. 902), or at least the righteous 
among the Israelites (Hisenmenger, /.c.). Jesus means the righteous in the 
moral sense, as the context shows (see vy. 13 f., 16 ff.), without hmitation 
of race. The specific definition of the idea of those first to be awakened as 
of rod Xporov (1 Cor. xv. 23 ; comp. 1 Thess. iv. 16) lay of necessity in the 
development of the Christian consciousness of the d:cacocivy only to be at- 
tained in Christ. 

Ver. 15. To the idea of the dvdoraoue tév dixatwv is very naturally linked 
in the case of this fellow-cuest the thought of the future eating (¢dyera, 
Suture) with the patriarchs of the nation ° in the (millennial) Messianic 
kingdom about to be set up. This transporting prospect, in which his mis- 
taken security is manifested, compels his exclamation. 


lotre phy ws avTcKAnOnadmevos, KaAEl mé TLS, 4Tt would be so also if it did not presup- 
érel TaVTES ioagLY, OTL apxnV OSE vomiseTat Els pose any avacracts Tov adikwv at all. This is 
Thy éunyv oixiay Setrvov eiadéper Oar, against Georgii in Zeller’s Jahrb. 1845, I. 

2 Plat. Crit. p.53 A: ywAot cat tuddAol Kat p. 14f., who finds in the Synoptic Gospels 
GdAot avarnpor. only a resurrection of the pious. 

3 Thucyd. iii. 40; Plat. Phaedr. p. 236 C ; 5 Matt. viii. 11; Luke xiii. 28 f.; Bertholdt, 


Rom. xi. 85; 1 Thess, iii, 9. Christol. § 39. 
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Vv. 16, 17%. [See Note CXIIL, p. 448.] Jesus answers with a parable which 
comes from the source of the account of the journey (not identical, but sim- 
ilar is Matt. xxii. 1 ff., see tm loc.), in which He keeps to the idea of a ban- 
quet, and thereby depicts the Messianic blessedness, but without reserve cuts 
off the prospect of that guest in reference to it and its like by teaching fig- 
uratively that they, the representatives of the theocracy, would deprive 
themselves of the Messianic salvation (ver. 24), because for the sake of their 
carthly objects of ambition they despised the repeated invitation to the 
Messianic kingdom (vv. 17-20). On the other hand, the poor and the un- 
fortunate of the people (ver. 21), and even the heathen (ver. 23), are called, 
and being obedient to the call are adopted into the kingdom. ‘‘ Pro- 
greditur vocatio ad remotiores, vi semper majore pensans moram,” ‘‘ The 
call proceeds to the more remote, considering the delay with ever greater 
force,” Bengel. — péyay (see the critical remarks) : the masculine form deimvo¢ 
is rare and late.*— éxdAeoe] refers in the interpretation to the call by the 
prophets. —Ver. 17. tov dovdov aitov) Kar’ éoyqv. Grotius well says vocato- 
vem, to be interpreted of the Messiah at whose advent yyyexe 7) Baordela Tov 
ovpavav, Matt. iv. 17. — On the custom even now in use in the East of a rep- 
etition of the invitation when all is prepared, see Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. V. 
p: 192 f. 

Vv. 18-20. *"Hpfavro] brings into prominence the beginning as a striking 
contrast to what has gone before. Comp. Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 541. — 
azd ywac| ‘‘ Utut enim diversas causas adferant, in eo tamen convyeniunt, 
quod sua praetexant negotia,” ‘‘ For whatever different reasons they produce, 
in this they yet unite, that they assign their own affairs as a pretext,” Calo- 
vius. On the adverbial use of axd wdc, comp. ard tij¢ tone (Thue. i. 15. 3), 
an’ evOeiac (Plut. Symp. i. 4. 8), & opO%e (Polyb. xv. 27), dua réon¢ (Thucyd. 
i, 14. 8), and many others. It may be explained on the principle that the 
prepositions which originally express concrete local relations, come in time 
to denote the more abstract relations of mode ; see especially, Lobeck, Par- 
alip. p. 368. — rapaiteicfa] to deprecate ; praying to excuse, 2 Macc. 1. 31 ; 
Acts xxv. 11, and elsewhere.* — kat Evo avdyxnv x.t.2.] not as though he had 
bought the estate without seeing it (Wetstein, de Wette, and others), which 
is unnatural, even if a recommendation of it on the part of others, and the 
like, is supposed ; but because even after a completed purchase there is the 
natural necessity to make a proper inspection of one’s new possession in or- 
der to become acquainted with it, to make further arrangements, and the 
like. The excuses are therefore not in themselves absurd, which, according 
to Lange, L. J. Il. 1, p. 376, must be the intention in order to represent the 
vehement confusedness. —éye pe wapyt.] have me as one who is begged off ; 
not a Latinism (Kuinoel, Bleek, and many ‘older commentators), nor to be 
interpreted : regard me as one, etc. (Kypke), but éyev twa, with an 
added accusative of a substantive, participle, or adjective, expresses the 
relation of possession according to a special quality.* Hence : Place thyself 


1 Aesop. Fragm. 129. See Bast, Hp. Cr. leon, p. 496. 
App. p. 22, 61. 3 Comp. Xen. Cyrop. iii. 1. 85: ob Sappodvra 
2 See Wetstein and Held, ad Piut. Timo- pe e£ers 3 Ages. Vi. 5: rods ye yy ToAcuiovs elye 
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in such wise to me that I am an excused person ; let me be to thee an excused per- 
son, v.é., according to the meaning: accept my apology. — Ver. 19. zopet- 
ouat| Already in idea he is just going forth. — Ver. 20. ‘‘ Hic excusator, quo 
speciosiorem et honestiorem videtur habere causam, eo est ceteris importu- 
nior,” ‘‘ This one in excusing himself, since he seems to have a more plausi- 
ble and honest reason, is all the more uncivil than the others,” Bengel. On 
the excuse itself, comp. Deut. xxiv. 5.’ 1 Cor. vil. 33 is to the point. 

Vv. 21-24. Bic rac wAarelac x. phuac) into the (broad) streets and (marrow) 
lanes. Comp. Isa. xv. 38. On piuy = orevorde, see Phrynichus, p. 404, and 
thereon Lobeck. — Ver. 22. Here the narrative is supposed to be silent, leay- 
ing it to be understood that the servant went away again, and after fulfil- 
ment of the commission returned. But with what reason is this supposed in 
the narrative, otherwise so circumstantial ? No ; the servant, when repulsed 
by those who had been invited, did of his own accord what the master here 
directs him, so that he can say at once to this behest : it is done, etc. [See 
Note CXIY., p. 448.] This point in the interpretation is, moreover, strik- 
ingly appropriate to Jesus, who, by the preaching of the gospel to the poor 
and miserable among the people, had already before His return to God ful- 
filled this divine counsel, in regard to which He did not need further 
instruction. — Ver. 23. Tis commission to the servant is fulfilled by Him 
through the apostles, comp. Eph. ii. 17. —¢payuotc] not : places fenced in, 
which the word does not mean, but : go forth into the ways (highways and 
other roads outside the town) and hedges (beside which wanderers, beggars, 
houseless folk have camped). In the interpretation : ai Katokias tov éOvdv, 
“‘the settlements of the Gentiles,” Euthymius Zigabenus. — avdykacov] as 
Matt. xiv. 22. The time presses! A strikingly picturesque touch, which, 
moreover, found its corresponding history in the urgent holy zeal of the 
apostles (especially of Paul) for winning the heathen to the faith ; but its 
pernicious abuse, in the case of Augustine and many others, in their approv- 
al of the coercion of heretics (see, on the other hand, Grotius and Calovius). 
Maldonatus well says: ‘‘adeo rogandos, adeo incitandos, ut quodammodo 
compelli videantur,” ‘‘ notso much to be asked, nor incited, as in a measure 
they seem to be compelled.” — yeuof7] ‘‘ Nec natura nec gratia patitur vac- 
uum. Multitudo beatorum : extremis mundi temporibus maximam plenitu- 
dinis suae partem nanciscens,” ‘‘ Neither nature nor grace permits a vacuum, 
The multitude of the blessed : receiving the greatest part of its fulness from 
the remotest periods of the world,” Bengel. —Ver. 24. Not anassertion of Jesus 
(Kuinoel, Paulus, and others), but of the master of the house, which is 
certain from pov roi deixvov (none shall taste of my supper), since Jesus in the 
parable appears as the servant. — yap] for the empty place is not to be occu- 
pied by you. — iviv] spoken to the servant, and to those who were supposed 
to be elsewhere than there present. Euthymius Zigabenus, moreover, says 
aptly : dud robrov oby Tov Adyov 7 bAn mapaBor7 cvveréOn, ‘‘On account of this 
saying, therefore, the whole parable was composed.” Comp. ver. 15, to the 


Weyer ev ov Suvapevous, k.7.A.; 2 Macc. xv. sus declines for his son the Mysian pro- 
36; 3 Macc. ix. 21. See also on Matt. xiv. 5. posal for a hunting expedition : vedyapds te 
1 Hom. JZ. ii. 221 ; Herod. i. 36, where Croe- yap €or kal TavTa ot voV méAeL, 
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substance of which this conclusion reverts. [See Note CXV., p. 448.] Those 
who are excluded are thus those Jews who have despised the call of Christ, 
but who, as the representatives and chiefs of God’s people, were first of all 
by the gospel invited and laid under obligation to follow the invitation to 
the kingdom (kexAyuévor and rapatobyevor, ver. 17 ff.) ; not the Jews im gener- 
al, as Baur supposes, in accordance with his assumption of a Gentile-Chris- 
tian tendency. , ; 

Vv. 25, 26. After the meal was over, Jesus goes forward on His journey 
towards Jerusalem, and draws with Him much people, as they thronged 
everywhere in Galilee upon the marvellous teacher (xii. 1, ix. 11, and else- 
where). But the nearer He is to His own painful self-surrender, the more 
decidedly and ideally His claims emerge. To the dependent and undecided 
people going with Him He addresses Himself with the claim of the perfect, 
most self-denying surrender required of His disciples. Comp. Matt. x. 387, 
where the same claim, although less ideal in form, is made, and is addressed 
exclusively to the apostles. With the Christian communions (Weizsiicker) 
these instructions have even in Luke nothing to do. — é ric épyetat rpd¢ pe] 
namely, with a view to hearken to me as a confessor and follower. — joe7] 
not minus amat, ‘‘loves less,” or the like (Kuinoel, de Wette, and many 
others); see, on the other hand, on Matt. vi. 24. Father, mother, etc., as 
even also the special desire for the preservation of one’s own life (comp. 
Matt. x. 39), are assumed as being in opposition to fellowship with Christ 
(comp. xii. 58), so that, according to Matt. vi. 24, comp. Luke xvi. 3, in re- 
spect of the love of the one Lord the hatred of others must find place.’ — érz 
dé kal] besides, also, moreover ; the extreme case of allis yet added. ‘‘Saepe 
qui inferiorem sancti odii gradum visus erat assequi, in altiore deficit,” ‘‘ Oft- 
en he who had appeared to show an inferior degree of sacred hatred is lack- 
ing in this higher,” Bengel. — waOyric eivac] ver. 27, eivat pabytic. The empha- 
sis in both cases rests on pabyr7jc, but in ver, 27 more strongly. 

Ver. 27. Comp. Matt. x. 38, xvi. 24 ; Mark vili. 34, x. 21 ; Luke ix. 23. 
Le who does not as the bearer of kis own cross follow me, ete. 

Vv. 28-33. Peculiar to Luke from the source that he has followed since 
ix. 51. — yap] Reason for the ov divara... pafyrie. Since he, namely, is 
as little able to fulfil this great and heavy task * as any one is able to build a 
tower if he has not the necessary means, etc.: thus the latter serves for cor- 
roboration of the former. Comp. ver. 33. —@éiwr] if he will. The article 
(who will) is unnecessary, and too weakly attested (in opposition to Borne- 
mann). — kalicag wygiter] ‘ut intelligas diligentem atque exactam supputa- 
tionem,” ‘‘that thou mayest have a diligent and exact computation,” 
Erasmus. — ei éyer] se. tiv dandvyv. —araptioudc, completion, only to be 
found in Dion. Hal. De compos. verb, 24.4— Ver. 380. oiroc] with scornful 


’ 


1 Comp. Hofmann, Shrifthew. II. 2, p. 327 f. 

* More precise interpretations of the fig- 
ures are not justified. Especially the second 
ought not to have been expounded, asit has 
often been, of the struggle against the devil 
(Augustine : ‘‘simplicitatem Christiani dim- 
icaturi cum duplicitate diaboli,” ‘‘ the sim- 


plicity of the Christian is to contend with 
the duplicity of the devil’’), to which, in- 
deed, the peacemaking of ver, 82 would be 
wholly inappropriate. : 

3 On the use of amaprigew in Greek, see 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 447. 


NOTES. 444 


emphasis : this man, forsooth !— Ver. 31. cvuBareiv] intransitive: to en- 
counter, confligere, 1 Macc. iv. 34 ; 2 Mace. viii. 23, xiv. 17. See Wetstein 
and Kypke. — ei¢ médeuov] belongs to cvuBarew : for a batile. Thus fre- 
quently cuuBarrew rive sic uaynv (see Kypke) ; ei¢ in the sense of the purpose.? 
— Bovrebtera] deliberates with his generals and counsellors. Comp. Acts v. 
33, xv. 387. —év déxa yi.] év, in the midst of, surrounded by, amongst. Comp. 
Jude 14. — Ver. 82. ei d3 phye] sc. dvvaric ein. See on Matt. vi. 1, and Din- 
dorf, ad Dem. Praef. p. v. 1. — 7a rpc eiphvyv] quae ad pacem componendam 
spectant, ‘‘ which have reference to concluding a peace,” arrangements for peace.” 
— Ver. 33. The application, and consequently the doctrine, of both exam- 
ples as a commentary of the yap of ver. 28.—raou roic éavtod ixdpy.| the 
gencral statement to which the special instances, ver. 26, belong. éavrov has 
the emphasis of the se/f-denial. Comp. ver. 27. 

Vy. 34, 35. Comp. on Matt. v. 13 ; Mark ix. 50. Jesus uttered the say- 
ing about salt more than once, and with differences in the details. Here 
He commits to His hearers by 6 éywv dra axobverv, dxovéto, the charge of them- 
selves giving the interpretation according to what has gone before. But 
this interpretation depends on the fact that rd diac must represent the pre- 
ceeding yov elvar pabyric. [See Note CXVL., p. 448.] Comp. Matt. /.c. Hence: 
It is therefore (oiv, see the critical remarks) something glorious—to wit, in re- 
spect of this all-renouncing decision which is appropriate to it—to be my 
disciple, and as such to effect the maintenance of the power of spiritual life 
among men, as salt is the means of maintaining the freshness of life in the 
region of nature. But if ever my disciple (through turning back to selfish 
interests) loses this his peculiarity, this spiritual salting power, by what means 
can he again attain it? Such a waOnriye is then absolutely useless, and he is 
excluded (at the judgment) from the Messiah’s kingdom. — édv 68 kai] (see the 
critical remarks) : if, however, even the salt, etc., which is no longer to be 
expected from this substance according to its naturé. — obre tig yav K.T.A.| at 
is jitted neither for land nor for manure (to improve neither the former nor 
the latter). In respect of the salt that has become insipid, no other use 
would be conceivable than to be employed as manure, but neither zmme- 
diately nor mediately is it of use for that ; it is perfectly useless! Guard 
against such interpretations as that of Euthymius Zigabenus : yay péy Aéye 
rove wabyrac . . . Korplay dé Tove didackdAovc! ‘He calls the disciples land. . . 
but the teachers dunghill !” — 2] with strong emphasis placed first—out 
it is cast ! 


Notes py AMERICAN EpIrTor. 


CXII. Chap. XIV. 


Meyer places the incidents of this chapter also in Galilee, but Weiss ed. Mey. 
omits allreference tothis. The latter thinks that the first Evangelist found the 


21 Comp. mpos waxnv, Polyb. x. 87. 4, also Ta mpos Tov moAcuov, Xen. Anad. iv. 8.10. On 
Xen. Cyrop. vii. 1. 20: cis wovouaxiay mpds the whole sentence, comp. Xen. Jem, iii. 
tiva; Strabo, xiv. p. 676. 6. 8. 

2 Comp. Zest. X17. Patr. p. 599. Contrast : 
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incident of the man with the dropsy in the ‘‘main source,” but in Matt. xii. 
9-13 mixed some features of it with the Sabbath cure narrated in Mark iii. 1-5. 
This seems an arbitrary judgment. The following remark on ver. 1 will serve 
to indicate anew the view Weiss takes of Luke’s literary method : ‘‘ As in chap. 
xi. 37 Luke lets the following find its scene at the entertainment of a Pharisee, 
in order to gain a situation which gives a motive for the parable in ver. 16 ff. ; 
but beside the Sabbath cure he interpolates two other utterances of Jesus that 
seemed to him here to find a fitting situation.’’ This, however, is the method 
of a writer of romances, not of a historian who claims to have made accurate 
research; 


CXIII. Vv. 16-24. The Parable of the Great Supper. 


Weiss ed. Mey. says this parable, ‘‘ which Luke indeed found in his source 
after chap. xiii. 31-83, and which seemed to him in his choice of material to 
have its best motive as spoken at an entertainment, is not only similar to Matt. 
xxil. 1-14 (Meyer), but identical with it (Comp. Weiss, Matt. in loco, who seeks 
from the two modifications to ascertain the original form).”” See onthe other 
side Godet, Luke, Il. pp. 137, 138. 


CXIV. Ver. 22. yéyovev x.7.2. 


Weiss ed. Mey. objects to Meyer’s view that the servant had already of his 
ownaccord invited others, holding that the fulfilment of the commission is as- 
sumed as self-evident, just as in vy. 17, 24. 


CXY. Ver. 24. Aéyo yap tuiv x.t.1. 


While these are the words of the giver of the feast in the parable, there must 
be a reference in the expression to those present with Jesus, especially in view 
of ver. 15, which occasioned the parable. 


OXVI. Vv. 34, 35. Katdv obv 7d diac. 


Weiss ed. Mey. thinks the saying about salt was not repeated, but is original 
here, and refers not to the disciples, but to discipleship. He thus keeps closer 
to the figure but reaches no different result. He also objects to Meyer’s favor- 
ite reference to ‘‘the Messiah’s kingdom” in ver. 35, which is of course excluded 
by the application of the figure of salt not to disciples, but to being a dis- 
ciple. Godet agrees with Meyer, except in the Jast point, but introduces a 
somewhat fanciful explanation of the first clause of ver. 35. 


CHAP. XV. 449. 


CHAPTER XV. 


Ver. 2. of dapic.| With Lachm. and Tisch. read of 7. Sapic., in accordance 
with BDL. The ce is certainly not an addition of the transcribers. — Ver. 
9. Instead of cvyxateira Tisch. has ovyxadei, on important yet not preponder- 
ating evidence. [Tisch, VIII., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8 B LA, etce., 
have the active, usually in the form ovvearei.] It is from ver. 6, where ovykadei 
is decisively attested. — Ver. 14, ioyvupéc] A BD LB, min, have icyupd. Rec- 
ommended by Griesbach, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. Those mss. prepon- 
derate, and the masculine is an amendment, in accordance with customary 
usage, and according to iv. 25. Comp. on Acts xi. 28.— Ver. 16. yeuioas tiv 
koiiav avtod ax6] BDL RE &, min. yss. have yopracdjvac éx. [So recent editors, 
R. V., but Am. Com. add the other in the margin.] An interpretation. — Ver. 
17. wepicoctovoww] A BP and a few min. Tit. have repiooebovrar. Rightly ; the 
active was introduced, in accordance with the wonted usage, [So recent editors, 
R. V., against Tisch.]— The ode added by Griesb. is not found, indeed, in im- 
portant authorities, and it stands in B L &, Lachm. after Ayu@, but it has plainly 
been absorbed by éya dé ; hence also the placing of it before Ayu, in accordance 
with D RU, min. vss. Chrys., is, with Griesb. Scholz, Tisch., to be preferred. 
[Tisch. VIII., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., have Aud dde.]— Ver. 19. Before 
ovKére Elz, has kai, but in opposition to decisive evidence. Moreover, at ver. 21 
this xai is to be deleted, on preponderating evidence. [W. and Hort add in 
brackets (ver. 21) roijodv je w¢ Eva Tt. pw. cov, with 8 B D, Latt., so R. V. marg.] 
— Ver. 22. Lachm. and Tisch. have tayt before éfevéyxare, in accordance with 
BL X38, vss., also Vulg. It. Jer. -D also adds weight to the evidence with 
traxyéwoc. Tayb is to be regarded as genuine. [So W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., but 
not Tisch. VIII.] Copyists would have added a more familiar word as ei’éuc, or 
at least as, with D, rayéwe (xiv. 21). rayd does not occur at all elsewhere in 
Luke ; still the omission is not to be explained by this fact, but simply as an 
old clerical error. — tiv oroAgv] rHv has decisive mss. against it, and is, accord- 
ing to Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted as an addition. — Ver, 23. évéyxavrec] 
BLBEX 8, Vulg. It. Copt. Sahid. have ¢épere. So Tisch. The participle is an 
attempt to improve the style. D also testifies in favor of the imperative by 
évéyxate (ver. 22). — Ver. 24. kat aro/.| cai is rightly condemned by Griesb., on 
decisive evidence, and deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. The second 7, however, 
has against it, in D Q, min., evidence too feeble for it to be deleted. Yet, ac- 
cording to A B L. 8%, it must be placed before aoa, (Lachm. Tisch.). The posi- 
tion after arod. is a harmonizing of it with vexp. 7v. —[Ver. 26. Treg., W. and 
Hort, R. V., add w after ri, with Band a few others. — Ver, 28. Tisch., recent edi- 
tors, R. V., substitute dé for odv, with 8 A B D L, etc. — Ver. 29. With A B D, 
Treg, W. and Hort, R. V., add atroi after rarpi against Tisch. — Ver. 30. Treg., 
R. V., with A D L, Copt., insert rév before ropyév.] — Ver. 32. Instead of avé- 
tnoev, read with Tisch., following BL RA &, min., &yoev, The former is from 
ver. 24. In the same manner is to be explained the omission of xai before 
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arod. in Tisch. (following D X 8). [Recent editors, R. V., retain xai.] But vis 
here to be deleted, on decisive mss. (Lachm. Tisch. ; condemned also by 
Griesb.). 


Vv. 1, 2. Introduction to a new, important, and for the most part para- 
bolic set of discourses (down to xvii. 10), which were uttered after the inci- 
dents previously narrated on the continuance of the journey (xiv. 25), and are 
set forth by Luke in accordance with his source of the story of the journey. 
[See Note CXVIL., p. 456.] After that exacting discourse, to wit, xiv. 25-385, 
many of the publicans and sinners at once attached themselves to Jesus 
(which psychologically was intelligible enough) ; and He was so far from 
rejecting them, that He even fraternized with them at table. This arouses 
the murmuring of the Pharisees, and thereupon He takes the opportunity of 
directing the discourse as far as xv. 82 to these (ver. 3), and then of address- 
ing xvi. 1-13 to His followers ; whereupon He again being specially induced 
(xvi. 14) discourses anew against the Pharisees (xvi. 15-31), and finally 
closes the scene with instructions to His disciples. —joav éyyif.| They were 
actually engaged in, busied with, drawing near to Him. The usual view : 
solebant accedere, ‘‘were wont to draw near,” is arbitrary, because in that 
way the connection with what precedes is needlessly abandoned. — révrec] a 
hyperbole of simple narrative. The throng of such people became greater 
and greater. Comp. v. 29 f.— «at of duapr.|] as Matt. ix. 10. — dveydyyvfor] 
dua ‘* certandi significationem addit,” ‘‘ adds the signification of contending,” 
Hermann, ad Viger. p. 856. Hence always of several, whose alternate mur- 
muring is meant.!— xpoodéyerar| receiwwes them, does not reject them. It is 
quite general, and only with x. cvvecier airoic does any special meaning come 
in. 

Vv. 4-7. Comp. on Matt. xviii. 12-14. But in Luke there is still the prim- 
itive freshness in the pictorial representation, nevertheless the reference and 
the application are different. —éxi] after, with the purpose of fetching it. 
See Bernhardy, p. 252. — Ver. 5. él r. duove éavtov] on his own shoulders ; 
éavrov strengthens the description of the joyous solicitude which relieves the 
beloved creature from further running alone. — ¢iAouc| kinsmen, as at vii. 6. 
—Ver. 9. éora:| The future refers to every circumstance of the kind that 
occurs. — 7) éxi «.t.A.] As to 7 without a preceding comparative, see on Matt. 
xviii. 8, and Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 309 [E. T. 860]. By the ninety and 
nine righteous Jesus means the legally righteous, whom He characterizes by 
oitwec (quippe qui, ‘of such a kind as”), ob ypeiav zy. petav. from the legal 
standpoint, not from that of the inner character. They need not repentance, 
so far as they have not swerved from the standard prescribed by the law, 
while in a purely moral relation their condition may be altogether different, 
and as a rule was altogether different (as in the case of the Pharisees). 
Hence, moreover, is explained the greater joy over a single sinner that re- 
pents. The eldest son in the parable of the prodigal son is distinctively and 
aptly described as such a righteous man, so that, in accordance with the con- 


1 xix. 7; Heclus. xxxiv. 24; Ex. xvi. 2, 8, xvii. 3, and elsewhere ; Heliodor. vii. 37. 
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text, an actually virtuous man [so Weiss ed. Mey.] (as usually) cannot be 
conceived of, for in that case the greater joy would have to be regarded as 
only an anthropopathic detail (‘‘ quia insperata aut prope desperata magis nos 
afficiunt,” ‘‘ because what is unhoped for or nearly hopeless affects us the 
more,” Grotius). 

Vv. 8-10. The same teaching by means of a similar parable, which, how- 
ever, is not found also in Matthew, yet without express repetition of the 
comparative joy. — ovykareitar| convocat sibi, ‘ calls to herself,” describing the 
action more precisely than ovyxadez, ver. 6. [But see critical note.]*— érér. 
tT. ayyéduv Tt. Oeob] a special expression of what is meant by év 76 ovparéd, 
ver. 7. The joy of God is rendered perceptible, as He, surrounded by the 
angels, allows it to be recognized in the presence of them. Comp. xii. 8. 

Ver. 11. Jesus Himself has very definitely declared the doctrinal contents 
of the two foregoing parables, vv. 7, 10. In order now by more special 
detail and by all the liveliness of contrast to make palpable this doctrine, 
and especially the growth and course of sin, the growth and course of repent- 
ance, the joy of God thereupon, and the dene of the legally righteous 
towards this joy, He adds a third parable, as distinguished and complete in 
its psychological delicacy and its picturesque truth in depicting human cir- 
cumstances and affections as in its clear and profound insight into the divine 
disposition,—the pearl among the doctrinal utterances of Jesus, which are 
preserved to us by Luke alone, and among all parables the most beautiful 
and most comprehensive. [See Note CXVIII., p. 456 seq.] The parable has 
nothing to do with Matt. ‘xxi. 28-30 (in opposition to Holtzmann, p. 155), 
nor is it a new form of the parable of the lost sheep (Wicthhal). By the young- 
est son Jesus denotes generally the sinner who repents, by the eldest son gen- 
erally the legally righteous ; not specially by the former the publicans, and by 
the latter the Pharisees (so also Wittichen, Idee Gottes als d. Vaters, p. 35 ff.) ; 
the application, however, of the characteristic features in question to both of 
these could not be mistaken any more than the application of the doctrine 
declared in ver. 7. The interpretation of the two sons—of the eldest by the 
Jews, of the youngest by the Gentiles, in accordance with the relation of both 
to Christianity ®— confuses the applicability of the parable with its occasion 
and purpose, and was in the highest degree welcome to the view which at- 
tributed to the gospel a tendential reference to later concrete conditions ; 
but, in accordance with the occasion of the whole discourse as stated at vv. 
1, 2, and in accordance with the doctrine of the same declared at vv. 7, 10, 
it is wholly mistaken, comp. Késtlin, p. 225 ff. It did not at all enter into 
the purpose of the compilation to refer to such a secondary interpretation (in 


opposition to Weizsicker). 


the purely ethical aspect of the teaching of Jesus, 


1 Comp. ix. 1, xxiii. 13; Acts x. 24, xxviii. 
2G 

2 Already Augustine, Quaest. Hv. ii. 33; 
Bede, and others ; recently carried out in 
great detail, especially byZellerin the 7eo!. 
Jahrb. 1843, p. 81 f.; Baur, 2did. 1845, p. 522 f.; 


Moreover, the more this parable is a triumph of 


and the more important 


Baur, d. kanon. Evang. p. 510 f.; comp. 
Schwegler, Nachapost. Zeitalter, I. p. 47 f.; 
Ritschl, Hoang. Marcions, p. 282 f.; Volkmar, 
Evang. Marcions, p. 66 f., 248; Hilgenfeld, 
Hvang. p. 198; Schenkel, p. 195. 
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it is on the side of practical Christianity, somuch the more have we to guard 
against attaching undue significance to special points which constitute the 
drapery of the parable, and to details which are merely artistic (Fathers, and 
especially Catholic expositors down to the time of Schegg and Bisping, par- 
tially also Olshausen). Thus, for example, Augustine understood by the 
squandered means, the image of God; by the Auéc, the indigentia verbi veri- 
tatis; by the citizen of the far country, the devil ; by the swine, the demons ; 
by the husks, the doctrinas saeculares, etc.’ 

Vv. 12, 18. ‘0 vedrepoc] vedrepov dé dvoudler Tov dvapTwAdy O¢ vyTiddpova Kal 
ehefardryrov, ‘‘ He names the sinner the younger, as childish and easily de- 
ceived,” Euthymius Zigabenus. —7rd ériBaArov pépoc| the portion falling to 
my share, that which belongs to me.” According to the Hebrew law of in- 
heritance, there fell to the younger son only half as much as the first-born 
received (Deut. xxi. 17 ; Michaelis, Mos. R. § 79; Saalschtitz, p. 820 f.). 
The son asks that this his future portion of inheritance be given to him in 
advance. The father grants ‘‘non quod oportebat, sed quod licebat facere,” 
“not what he must, but what he might do,” Maldonatus. An agreement, 
according to an approximate estimate, must be presupposed. But the grant- 
ing of his request is a necessary part of the parable, on account of human 
Jreedom. ‘‘Discedentes a se non prohibet, redeuntes amplectitur,” ‘‘ He 
does not prohibit them when they depart from Him, He embracesthem when 
they return,” Maldonatus. — dvetAev airoic] to both the sons, in such wise, 
however, as to reserve to himself until his death the right of wsufruct over 
the portion of the eldest, and the latter remained in his service, vv. 29-31. — 
tov Biov| Mark xii. 44 ; Juke vill. 48: that whereon the family lived, 7.e., 
nothing else than their means.* Paulus (comp. Michaelis) makes, without 
reason, a distinction between this and otcia, which, according to him, is the 
whole means, saying that the father, however, divided merely his stock of 
provisions, not his capital. See, on the other hand, ver. 81. — Ver. 13. per 
ov roAd. tuép.| The greediness for unlimited pleasure urged him to haste. — 
aéxavra] what, namely, he had received as his portion of the inheritance, 
partly in natura, partly in money in settlement of what could not be taken 
with him. —dcérac| rechklessly.* The sinful nature is developed from an indepen- 
dence which, under the influence of sinful longing, shakes itself loose from God 
(comp. Ps. Ixxiii. 27) by the satisfaction of immoral pleasure. 

Vv. 14-17. The divine ordinance of external misery, however, in connection 
with the consequences of sin, reawakens consideration and self-knowledge and the 
craving after God ! — icyupa] (see the critical remarks) comp. on iv. 25. — 
Kata tv yOpav| kara Of extension, throughout, as vill. 39. Winer, p. 356 
[E. T. 400]. — kat airéc] and he, on his part. — #pzato] The commencement 
of his new state is regarded as important. — Ver. 15. é«oA276y] he clave to, 


1 So, insubstance, Ambrose, Jerome, and ___I. p. 289. 


others. Diverging in certain particulars, 3 Hesiod. Op. 230. 575 ; Herod. i. 31, viii. 51, 
Theophylact and Euthymius Zigabenus. and frequently. 
2 Herod. iv. 115; Dem. 812. 2, 817. 1; Diod. 4 Dem. 1025. 19; Josephus, Anté. xii. 4. 8. 


Sic. xiv. 17; Polyb. xviti. 24. 1, vi. 34. 1, and Comp. on Eph. v. 18. 
elsewhere. See also Wetstein and Kypke, 
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attached himself to, makes the obtrusiveness of his action palpable. — «ai 
éxeupev aitév] The previous object becomes the subject.’ — Bédcxerv yoipovc] to 
keep swine ; what an ignominious occupation for the ruined Jew / — Ver. 16. 
yeuloat Tr. Kovdiav abrov| to jill his belly (comp. Themist. Or. xxiii. p. 298 D) ; 
a choice expression forthe impetuous craving of the hungry man. — ax6| from, 
z.é., by means of a portion, as with verbs of eating, Winer, p. 179 [E. T. 199]. 
—epdtiov| Cornicle, the sweetish fruit of the locust-tree (ceratonia siliqua of 
Linnaeus), used as food for swine, and by the poor as a means of nourish- 
ment, Galen. VI. p. 855.* — x. oddele édidov avta| not food (Wolf, Rosenmiiller, 
Paulus), but, according to the context, xepdrva. When the swine driven 
home were fed therewith, which was the occupation of others, he was hun- 
gry even for that brutish provender, and no one gave it to him. No man 
troubled himself concerning the hungry one, to satisfy him even in this man- 
ner. That he should eat with the swine is appropriately not regarded as a 
possibility. Moreover, itis not presupposed that he received still worse food 
than xepdrca (Kuinoel, de Wette), but only that he received his maintenance 
on account of the famine in excessively small quantity, by reason whereof 
his hunger was so great that he, etc. — Ver. 17. ei¢ éavrdv dé éANdr] ele éavrdy 
preceding, in contrast to the external misery, but having come to himself (i.e., 
having recovered his senses).* It is the moral self-understanding, which had 
become strange and remote to him, in respect of his condition and his need. 
— repioo. and Awe are correlative ; dprwv is not contrasted with xkeparios 
(Olshausen), but wepico. apr. is the contrast to the little bread, which did not 
appease his hunger. epiocebovra: (see the critical remarks) is passive. They 
are provided with more than enough, receive superfluity of bread, Matt. xiii. 
IBS sexys TO 

Vv. 18, 19. With this coming to himself and longing is associated the 
corresponding determination, namely, to turn back to God, to confess to Him 
his guilt and unworthiness, and to petition for grace. In this petition, how- 
ever, the humility which belongs to the consciousness of guilt sets aside 
the thought of complete restoration. — sic¢ tov ovpavdy| against heaven.* Heaven 
does not denote God, but is, as the abode of the Godhead and of the pure 
spirits, personified, so that this holy heavenly world appears as injured and 
offended by sin. — évérui0v cov ]® The meaning is: I have so sinned that I have 
transgressed before Thee, i.e., in relation to Thee. The moral relation of the 
deed to the offended subject is thus rendered palpable, as though this sub- 
ject had suffered in respect of the deed ; the moral reference is set forth as 
visible. Grotius, moreover, well says: ‘‘Non in aetatem, non in malos 
consultatores culpam rejicit, sed nudam parat sine excusatione confession- 
em,” ‘‘ He does not refer his fault to his age, nor to evil counsellors, but 
prepares a simple confession without excuse.” — Ver. 19. ov«ér:] not : not yet 


1 See Stallbaum, ad Protag. p. 820 A, B; yiveodar, Xen. Anab. i. 5.17; Acts xii. 11. 


IKiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 4. 5; Bernhardy, 4 Comp. mepiogeverw tivd, 1 Thess. iil, 12; 
p. 468. Athen. li. p. 42 B. 

2See Bochart, ZWieroz. I. p. 708; Rosen- 5 Comp. Matt. xviii. 15, 21, and elsewhere ; 
miiller, Morgenl. V.p. 198 f ; Robinson, Pal. els 70 Vevov, Plat. Phaedr. p. 243 C. 
DM pa ete 6 Comp. 1 Sam. vii. 6, x. 1; Ps. li. 4; Tob. 


3 See examplesinKypke. Comp. ¢v éavtd iii. 3; Judith y. 17; Susann. 238. 
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(Paulus), but : xo longer. — rolnodv pe «.7.2.] t.€., place me in the position of 
being as one of thy day-laborers.’ Without dc the petition would aim at the 
result of making him a day-laborer ; with é&c¢ its purport is : although he is 
a son, yet to place him no otherwise than if he were one of the day-laborers. 

Vv. 20-24. God’s compassion in the carrying out of the repentant resolve ; 
after it is earried out, the joyous receiving of him again to perfect sonship. — 
xal avaorac x.T.A.} the resolution is no sooner taken than its execution begins. 
—mpo¢ tT. ratépa éavror] to his own father ; no other became the refuge of the 
unhappy son. There is an affecting touch in éavrov. — xarediAnaer] he hissed 
him again and again ; sce on Matt. xxvi. 48. — Ver. 21. The roijadv pe dc ve 
tT. 00. cov of ver. 19 [see critical note] is repressed by the demeanor of his 
father’s love ; the deeply moved son cannot bring these words to his ips in 
the presence of such paternal affection. A psychologically delicate and 
significant representation. — Ver. 22.° ‘‘Filio respondet re ipsa,” ‘‘ He 
answers the son with the very thing,” Bengel. —crodjy rv rpdryv] @ robe, 
the first that we have in the house—to wit, according to its rank and worth, 
4.€., THY TywtoTatyv, Euthymius Zigabenus. The idea—the one that had pre- 
viously been worn by him (Theophylact, Calovius), which would be the right- 
eousness lost in Adam—is opposed to ver. 13 in the service of dogmatic in- 
terpretation. Moreover, atrov would have been added in that connection. 
With regard to the article after the anarthrous substantive, see Winer, p. 126 f. 
[E. T. 139 f.]. The croAg is the long and wide overcoat of the people of 
distinction, Mark xii. 88, xvi. 5; Rev. vi. 11. The daxriduoc, t.¢., signet ring 
(Herod. ii. 38), and the trodguara (slaves went barefooted), are signs of the 
Jree man, which he who had returned was to be as a son of the house. — 
Ver. 28. trav udoyov rdv ovr.| the well-known one which stands in the stall. — 
Ovcare] slaughter, as at ver. 30, not: sacrifice (Elsner). —d¢ayédvrec eddpavrl. | 
not : daeti epulemur, ‘‘rejoicing let us feast” (uinoel), but : epulantes laet- 
emur, ‘‘feasting let us rejoice.” Beware of forced interpretations like the 
following : according to Olshausen (comp. Jerome, Euthymius Zigabenus, 
and others), the oroAy mpdéry denotes the divine righteousness (Rey. iii. 18, 
vii. 18, xix. 8) ; the ring, the seal of the Spirit ; the sandals, the capacity 
to walk in God’s ways (Eph. vi. 15): according to Jerome, Ambrose, Augus- 
tine, Euthymius Zigabenus, Theophylact, and others, the fatted calf is 
Christ ! Comp. also Lange, Z. J. Il. 1, p. 381. — Ver. 24. vexpd¢ Fv x. avél. 
k.T.A.] is meant by the father in a moral sense : véixpwow pév kad ardAccav gyot 
Ty ard Tie duaptiac, avalowow ds Kal ebpeory THY and THe peravolac, ‘*The dead 
and lost condition spoken of is that from sin ; but the living again and 
being found that from repentance,” Euthymius Zigabenus. A well-known 
mode of speaking of death and life.? In favor of this view it is manifest of 
itself that the father says absolutely vexpdc 7v, which he cannot mean in the 
literal sense of the words ; further, that after the approach related in ver. 
20 f. his soul could be full only of the moral change of his son’s condition ; 
finally, that he utters the same words, ver. 32, to the eldest son, who, being 


1 Comp. Gen. xlviii. 20; Isa. xli. 15. bins, Schoettgen, Zor. p. 877 f.; from the 
2 Matt. iv. 16, viii. 22; 1 Tim. v. 6; Eph. classical writers, Bornemann, Schol. p. 97. 


v. 14; Rom. yi. 13; passages from the Rab- 
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acquainted with the previous condition of his brother (ver. 30), could under- 
stand them only morally. The utterance of the servant, ére dycalvovra abrov 
aré).aBev, ver. 27, is not opposed to this ; for he speaks thus of the returned 
son of the house, only generally of his condition as it first presents itself to 
him, beyond which the slave has not to go. [See Note CXVIIL., p. 456 seq. | 
He has the right feeling of discretion, that respectfully, in accordance with 
his position, it does not become him to repeat the judgment of the father, 
but rather to abide by that external circumstance (that he has received him 
back sound). Even this feature belongs to the lifelike delicate points of this 
history. On all accounts the view is to be dismissed of Paulus, de Wette, 
and Bleek : vexpéc, dead as far as [ am concerned (by his remoteness and his 
dissolute life, and aroAwAdc : lost, in the sense of disappeared). — ev¢paiveciar] 
to be glad. The feast is naturally understood according to ver. 23. 

Vv. 25-32. The legally righteous one. [See Note CXVIIL, p. 456 seq.] In- 
stead of sharing the divine joy over the converted sinner, he is envious, re- 
gards himself—in respect of his legality, according to which he has been on 
his guard against momentary transgression—as neglected, and judges unlov- 
ingly about his brother, and discontentedly about God. A striking com- 
mentary on ver. 7 ; and how fitted to put to the blush the murmuring Phar- 
isees and scribes, ver. 2 !—ovudwr. x. yopav] not: the singing and the dancing 
(Luther), but, without the article : concert and choral dance, 219, myn. 
Music and dancing (commonly given by hired people) belonged to the en- 
tertainments of solemn festivals. See Matt. xiv. 6 ; Rosenmiiller, Morgenl. 
in loc.; Wetstein. — Ver. 26. ri ein raita] what this would be likely to signify.’ 
— Ver. 27. The slave mentions only the fatted calf, because this happened 
to be most closely associated with the festival of music and dancing, — 
bytaivovra) not: morally safe and sound (aroBardvra tiv vécov dia Tie jeTavolac, 
‘‘having driven away the disease through his repentance,” Euthymius Ziga- 
benus, Kypke, Kuinoel, and many more), but, as is only fitting in the 
mouth of the slave (comp. on ver. 24), bodily safe and sound. — Ver. 28. oir] 
in consequence of this refusal of the son. Yet, as with Lachmann and 
Tischendorf, the more strongly attested dé is to be read. — rapexdAer] he ex- 
horted him to come in,—he spoke him fair ; see on 1 Cor. iv. 18. — Ver. 29. 
cat éuoi] The éuot placed first has the emphasis of wounded selfish feeling. 
Contrast ver. 30. — épidov] a young kid, of far less value than the fatted 
calf! Still more significant is the reading épi@iov in B, Sahid. (a young 
kidling), which Ewald approves, and the delicacy of which the transcribers 
might easily have passed over. Comp. Matt. xxv. 33; Tob. ii. 11. — Ver. 
30. 6 vide cov ovroc| this son of thine, in the highest degree contemptuous. 
He was not going to call him his brother. On the other hand, the father, 
ver. 32: 6 ddeAdée cov obroc. How bitter, moreover, is: ‘‘ who has devoured 
for thee thy living,” and pera ropvdv, as contrasted with vera rv diAav pov } 
— Ver. 31. réxvov] full of love. —ov ravrore x.7.A.] represents to the heart of 
the jealous brother the two great prerogatives that he had above his brother 
(hence the emphatic ot), Thy constant association with me (while, on the 


1 Comp. Acts x. 17. See Matthiae, § 488. 7; Krtiger, ad Xen. Anad. 10m 4: 
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other hand, thy brother was separated far and long from me), and the cir- 
cumstance that my whole possessions belong to thee (as to the future heir of all, 
ver. 12), ought to raise thee far above such envious dispositions and judgments ! 
— Ver. 32. ebppav0jvac| stands first with the emphasis of contrast, in oppo- 
sition to such ill-humor. — ide] not to be supplemented by oé, but generally 
it was fitting or necessary,—a justification of the prearranged joy of the 
house, which, under the circumstances, was a moral necessity. — éyoev] 
(see the critical remarks) was dead, and has become alive, Matt. ix. 18 ; 
John v. 25 ; Rom. xiv. 9. 


Remarx.—(1) The exclusive title to the KAypovouia, which, according to ver. 
31, is adjudged to those who are legally upright, has its justification in principle: 
ol rountal vpouov Orxawyoovra, Rom. ii. 13, — (2) For the adoption of sinners into 
. this prerogative, which belongs in principle to the legally righteous, the para- 
ble indicates the method of self-knowledge, of repentance, and of confidence 
in the grace of God (faith). But the interposition of this grace through the 
death of reconciliation, and consequently the more specific definition of that 
confidence, Jesus leaves unnoticed, leaving these particulars to the further de- 
velopment of faith and doctrine after the atoning death had taken place ; just 
as, moreover, He in general, according to the synoptic Gospels, limits Himself 
only to single hints of the doctrine of reconciliation as seed-corn for the future 
(Matt. xx. 28, xxvi. 28 ; otherwise in John). —(3) As the reality does not cor- 
respond to the idea of legal righteousness, He points to the example of the son 
who has continued in outward conformity to the law, but therewith is proud of 
his virtue, unbrotherly and unfilial, and consequently holds up to the Pharisees 
a mirror for self-contemplation, the picture in which must tell them how very 
much they also needed repentance (in order to see the title in principle to legal 
righteousness realized in themselves), instead of censuring the fellowship of 
Jesus with publicans and sinners (vv. 7, 1, 2). 


Notes py AmeERican Eprror. 


CXVIL. The Discourse in Chaps. XV., XVI, ete. 


Weiss ed. Mey. objects to the view that this is taken from Luke’s ‘‘ source of 
the story of the journey,’’ in accordance with his theory respecting this part of 
Luke’s Gospel (from chap. ix. 51 to xvii. 10). He cannot find any indication, 
even in chaps. xvi. 1, xvii. 1 or 5, of such a direct connection. But few com- 
mentators agree with this opinion. As vv. 3-7 resemble Matt. xviii. 12-14, 
Weiss thinks that the two parables here are derived from the ‘* source’ common 
to Matthew and Luke, in which they belonged to the discourse about stum- 
bling-blocks. But if that were the case, Luke would have ‘‘ invented’’ the oc- 
easion, Noteven the beauty of the parable of the Prodigal Son can excuse such 
a method of writing professed history, 


* OXVIII. Vv. 11-32. The Parable of the Prodigal Son. 


For convenience the points of difference indicated in Weiss ed. Mey. are 
grouped in one note. In general, Weiss thinks Meyer is not altogether free 
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from that tendency of ‘‘attaching undue significance to special points,” to which 
the latter objectsin his prefatory remark. He also doubts whether ‘‘the growth 
and course of sin, the growth and course of repentance” are represented in the 
parable. In the utterance of the servant (ver. 27) he fails to discover any in- 
dication of ‘‘the right feeling of discretion”’ to which Meyer refers. He re- 
gards the elder son as representing ‘‘neither the Pharisee (Godet), nor the 
legally righteous man in general (Meyer), but a good son, yet one who, in cor- 
respondence with the human circumstances out of which the material of the 
parable is chosen, is not without pride of virtue (ver. 29), and is envious over 
the apparent preference shown to his deeply fallen brother (ver. 30).’’ How, 
he asks, can ver. 31 seem appropriate in the mouth of God as addressed to the 
Pharisee or the legally righteous man? But, as Meyer himself indicates, the 
description of the elder son serves to show that the man who claims -legal 
righteousness fails to be true to that principle. 
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CHAPTER XVI. 


[Vrur. 1. As so often, the Rec. inserts avrov after padyrac ; wanting in 8 B D 
L, rejected by recent editors, R. V.]— Ver. 2. duvyon] B D P &, min. have divy, 
which Bornemann in the Stud. u, Krit. 1848, p. 121, approves, and Tisch. has 
now adopted. [So recent editors, R. V.] But ifit were genuine, it would have 
been changed, not into duvjon, but into divacw. The present came more readily 
to the transcribers, hence also divy was introduced. —[Ver. 4. Recent editors, 
R. V., with 8 BD, Copt., Syr., have é« before 7. otxov.]— Ver. 6. kal eimev] 
Lachm. and Tisch. have 6 dé cimev, in’ accordance with A B LR &, min. Copt. 
Theophyl. (D has éizev de). The Recepta easily originated in the desire to vary 
the expression used in the preceding clause. — 76 ypdupya] Lachm. and Tisch. 
have 7a ypaéyupata, in accordance with B D L &, Copt. Goth. codd. of It. Soalso 
in ver. 7. Rightly ; the singular came more readily to the transcribers, because 
one writing was thought of (Vulg. : cautionem, Cod. Pal.: chirographum, X : 76 ypap- 
pateiov), — Ver. 7. xai Aéyer] kai is to be struck out, as with Lachm. and Tisch., in 
accordance with B L R, min. vss., as a connective addition, instead of which 
D has 6 dé, — Ver. 9. éxdimyte] EKG HK MS VTA A, min. have éxAcimyre (A has 
éxAeirecre). B* DLR &* have éxAimn ; A B** X, éxAeixy, Several versions also 
read one of these two. Hence the Recepta has decisive evidence against it. 
Since to understand the everlasting habitations as the word for death, and con- 
sequently to change it into the plural so readily suggested itself, I regard the 
singular as original, though not éxAiry (Schulz, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch.), but 
ixdeizy, since the important authorities which read éxieimyre (so Matthaei) are 
also in favor of this present form ; just as, moreover, the aorist in itself, accord- 
ing to the sense (cum defecerit), presented itself most readily to the uncritical 
transcribers. [But recent editors, R. V., properly accept the more strongly at- 
tested aorist. — Ver. 12. W. and Hort text, R. V. marg., have 7#uérepov, which is 
found in B L. — Ver. 14. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8B D L, Vulg., 
Copt., omit kai before bap. — Ver. 15. The final éo7w is poorly attested, and in 
ver. 16 péypr is accepted by Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BL, 1. 69.]— 
Ver. 18. The second rac has evidence so important against it that (condemned 
by Griesbach, deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) it must be regarded as a mechan- 
ical repetition. — Ver. 20. 7v and é¢ are wanting in B DL X 8, min. vss. Clem. 
Suspected by Griesbach, bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. But if 7» had 
been added, «cat would have been inserted instead of 6c, after the model of ver. 
19. On the other hand, after AafapOX it was easy to pass over é¢, which then 
also caused the omission of 7». [Both words are rejected by recent editors, 
R. V., in accordance with the stronger evidence.] —Ver. 21. ywyiov ror] is 
wanting in B L 8* min. vss. Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Rinck 
and Tisch. <A gloss, following Matt. xv. 27. Instead of aéAeryov is to be 
written, with Lachm. and Tisch., éwéAecyor, in accordance with AB LX 8 (D 
has éAevyov). — Ver. 25. of, which Elz. Lachm. have after aréAaBec, is not found 
inBDGHLS, min. yss, (including Vulg. It.), Fathers ; and in A it does not 
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come in till after cov. An addition for the sake of the contrast. — dde is so de- 
cisively attested, that éde (Elz.) can only appear as an alteration for the sake of 
the contrast. — Ver. 26. [Tisch., recent editors (except Treg. text), R. V., have 
év, with S BL, Vulg., Copt., instead of éxi.]—Instead of {ev Elz. has 
évtevdev, in opposition to decisive evidence. The more frequent form forced 
itself in (év0ev does not elsewhere occur in the N.T.). The entire omission 
of the word is too weakly attested by D, Cant. Colb. Dial. ¢. Marc. — oi éxeidev] 
BD &* Arm. Vulg. It. Ambr. Lachm. have merely éxei¥ev. Rightly ; of is an 
addition in accordance with what has gone before. —[Ver. 29. Tisch., W. and 
Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8 A B D L, and others, insert dé, but omit aiz@, with 
SB L.] 


On the parable of the dishonest steward, see Schreiber, historico-critica 
explicationum parabolae de improbo oecon. descriptio, Lips. 1803 (in which the 
earlier literature is detailed) ; Loeffler in the Magaz. f. Pred. Ill. 1, p. 80 ff. 
(in his AU. Schr. Ii. p. 196 ff.) ; Keil in the Amal. Il. 2, p. 15241. ; Ber- 
tholdt in five Programmes, Evl. 1814-1819 ; Schleiermacher, Schr. d. Luk. 
1817, p. 208 ff. ; D. Schulz, aber die Parab. vom Verwalter, Bresl. 1821; 
Méller, newe Ansichten, p. 206 ff.; Grossmann, de procurat. parab. Christi ex 
re provincialt Rom. illustr., Lips. 1824 ; Rauch in Winer’s Arit. Journ. 1825, 
p. 285 ff. ; Niedner, Dissert., Lips. 1826, in the \Commentatt. Theol. ed. 
Fiosenmiiller et Maurer, Il. 1, p. 74 ff.; Bahnmeyer in Klaiber’s Stud. I. 1, 
p. 27 ff. ; Gelpke, nov. tentam. parad. etc., Lips. 1829 ; Jensen in the Stud. 
und Krit. 1829, p. 699 ff; Hartmann, Comm. de oecon. impr., Lips. 1880 ; Zyro 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1831, p. 776 ff. ; Schneckenburger, Beitr. p. 53 ff. ; 
Dettinger in the Tubingen Zeitschr. 1834, 4, p. 40 ff.; Steudel, ibid. p. 9611. ; 
Fink in the Stud. u. Krit. 1834, p. 313 ff.; Steinwerder, ib. d. Gleichn. 
vom ungerecht. Haushalt., Stuttg. 1840 ; Brauns in the Stud. wu. Writ. 1842, 
p. 1012 ff.; Francke in the Stud. d. Sachs. Geistl. 1842, p. 45 ff.; Heppe, 
Diss. d. loco Luc. xvi. 1-9, Marb. 1844 (in opposition to Francke) ; H. 
Bauer in Zeller’s Theol. Jahrb. 1845, 3, p. 519 ff.; Eichstidt, parabolam J. 
Chr. de oeconomo impr. retractavit, Jen. 1847; Harnisch also, e. Hrklirung des 
Gleichn. etc., Magdeburg, 1847 ; Wieseler in the Gétt. Viertelj.-Schr. 1849, 
p. 190 ff.; Meuss, in parab. J. Chr. de oecon. injusto, Vratisl. 1857 ; Hoélbe 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 527 ff.; Engelhardt in ‘‘ Gesetz und Zeugniss,” 
1859, p. 262 ff.; (Hylau) in Meklenb. Kirchenbdl. 1862, Nr. 4-6 ; Lahmeyer, 
Liineb. Schulprogr. 1863 ; Késter in the Stud. u. Krit. 1885, p. 725 ff. [See 
Note CXIX., p. 481.] 

Ver. 1. After Jesus has given, as far as xv. 32, the needful explanation 
to the Pharisees and scribes in reference to their murmuring at His associat- 
ing Himself with the publicans and sinners, He now turns also (02 «a/) to 
His disciples with the parabolic discussion of the doctrine how they were to 
use earthly possessions in order to come into. the Messiah's kingdom. For accord- 
ing to ver. 9 nothing else is the teaching of the following parable, which 
consequently is, even in its vocabulary (Késtlin, p. 274), similar to the 
parable at xii. 16 ff. Every other doctrine that has been found therein has 
first been put there. The dv@pwroc rAobovoc is Mammon, comp. ver. 13 ; the 
oixovduoc represents the yafyrai. Just as (1) the steward was denounced for 
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squandering the property of his lord, so also the pa@yrai, maintaining in 
Christ an entirely different interest and a different purpose of life from that 
of collecting earthly wealth (Matt. vi. 19 f.; Luke xii. 33, xviii. 22), must 
needs appear to the enemies, the rather that these were themselves covetous 
(ver. 14), as wasteful managers of the riches of Mammon (Matt. vi. 24), and 
as such must be decried by them, ver. 1. As, further, (2) the steward 
came into the position of having his dismissal from his service announced to 
him by the rich man, so also it would come upon the pafyrai that Mammon 
would withdraw from them the stewardship of his goods, 7.e., that they 
would come into poverty, ver. 2 f. As, however, (8) the steward was 
prudent enough before his dismissal, while he still had the disposal of his 
lord’s wealth, to make use of the latter for his subsequent provision by 
making for himself friends therewith who would receive him into their 
houses, which prudence the rich man praised in spite of the dishonesty of 
the measure ; so also should the pafyrai by liberal expenditure of the 
goods of Mammon, which were still at their disposal, provide for themselves 
friends, so as subsequently to attain in their impoverishment provision for 
eternity, the reception into the Messiah’s kingdom. ‘The more detailed ex- 
planation will be found on the special passages. The text in itself does 
not indicate any definite connection with what has preceded, but is only 
linked on externally, without any mention of an internal progress in the 
discussion : but He said also—as the foregoing to the Pharisees, so that which 
now follows to His disciples.1 But Jesus very naturally comes direct to the 
treatment of this theme, because just at that time there were very many pub- 
licans among His pafyrai (xv. 1) on whom, after their decision in His favor, 
devolved as their first duty the application of the goods of Mammon in the 
way mentioned (xii. 38). It is just as natural that, at the same time, the 
contrast with the Pharisees, just before so humiliatingly rebuked, those 
covetous ones (ver. 14) to whom the roveiv éavtoic didovg éx T. wap. THe adsKiag 
was so extremely foreign (xi. 41, xx. 47), helped to urge to this theme. [See 
Note CXTX., p. 481.] Other attempts to make out the connection are arbi- 
trary, as, for instance, that of Schleiermacher (besides that it depends on an 
erroneous interpretation of the parable itself), that Jesus is passing over to 
a vindication of the publicans, so far as they showed themselves gentle and 
beneficent toward their people ; or that of Olshausen, that He wishes to 
represent the compassion that in ch. xv. He has exhibited in God, now also 
in ch. xvi, asthe duty of men. But there is no reason for denying the exist- 
ence of any connection, as de Wette does. — rpdc tr. uabyr. avtov)| not mercly 
the Twelve, but the disciples in the more extended sense, in contrast with 
the opposition which was likewise present. Comp. Matt. viii. 21; Luke 
vi. 18, vil. 11, xix. 37, and elsewhere. The parable had the first reference 
to the publicans that happened to be among them (xy. 1), but it con- 
cerned also, so far as there were generally still wealthy people among them, 
the disciples in general. See above. — dvOpwréde tic Fv rAobotoc| not to be de- 
fined more particularly than these words themselves and vv. 5-7 indicate. 


1 Not as Wieseler will have it, beside the Pharisees, to His disciples also. 
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To think of the Romans (Schleiermacher), or the Roman Emperor (Gross- 


mann’), in the interpretation, is quite foreign to the subject. 


Moreover, it 


is not, as is usually explained, God? that is to be understood [see Note 
CXX., p. 481] ; with which notion ver. 8 would conflict, as well as the 
circumstance that actually the dismissal from the service of the rich man 
brings with it the same shelter to which, in the application, ver. 9 corre- 


sponds,*® the reception into the everlasting habitations. 


But neither is it 


the devil, as dpyov tov Kéouov tobrov, as Olshausen* would have it, that is 


1 He finds in the olxovduos @ Roman pro- 
vincial governor, who, towards the end of 
his oppressive government, has adopted 
indulgent measures, in order to earn for 
himself the favor of the inhabitants of the 
province. He says that thence Jesus, ver. 
9, draws the doctrine that as such a one in 
worldly things behaved himself wisely for 
an earthly end, so in divine things pru- 
dence should be manifested, in order to at- 
tain eternal life. Schleiermacher thinks 
that the rich man represents the Romans, 
the steward the publicans, the debtors the 
Jewish people, and that Christ intends to 
say, that if the publicans in their calling 
show themselves gentle and beneficent, the 
Romans, the enemies of the people, will 
themselves praise them in their hearts ; and 
thus also have ye every cause to concede 
to them, even in anticipation of the time 
when this relation ceases (according to the 
reading éxAimn, ver. 9), the citizenship in 
the Bactrela 7. 3. 

2Observe that this interpretation pro- 
ceeds on an @ priori basis, and is therefore 
improbable; because in both the other 
passages, where in Luke avdpwrds ts wAov- 
cvos is the subject of a parable (xii. 16, xvi. 
19), the rich man represents a very unholy 
personality, in which is typified the service 
of Mammon and of luxury. 

3 The usual interpretation (substantially 
followed also by Wieseler, Bleek, Késter) 
is in its leading features that of Theophy- 
lact and Euthymius Zigabenus: that the 
possessor of earthly wealth is not the 
actual proprietor, that being God, but only 
the steward. If he hasnot used the wealth 
according to God’s will, he is accused, but 
dismissed by death. Hence he should be 
prudent enough, while there is still time, to 
apply the wealth entrusted to him chari- 
tably according to God’s will, in order to 
get into heaven. Comp. Ewald, p. 299: 
“*Bvery rich man, since he must again sur- 
render all earthly riches at least at death, 
is yet only placed over them as a steward 
by God, as by a lord who is far removed, 
but who one day will claim a reckoning ; 
and he is certainly wise and prudent not to 


allow the riches to lie useless, but rather, 
by his effectual application of them, to 
make to himself friends for the right time ; 
but one ought only to gain for himself 
friends with his riches for the purpose that 
in the moment when he must, at least as 
constrained by death, give them up, he 
should be received by them into the ever- 
lasting tabernacles of heaven.” Baur, 
Evang. p. 450 ff., proceeding from the fun- 
damentally Zbvionitic view, says that the 
rich man is God in His absolute dominion 
over all; that in the steward is represent- 
ed the aimy otros, whose doings, however, 
are determined by the adequate relation 
of the means to the end; that this pru- 
dence is a quality which even the children 
of light need, since they must know how 
to set the aimy otros in the right relation to 
the aiay péd\Awv, and hence to be willing to 
renounce all that pertains to the former in 
order to attain the latter; that ver. 9 
means that he is not at all to trouble him- 
self with Mammon, but entirely to rid him- 
self of wealth, and hence to use it for an 
object of beneficence, because the aiwy 
otros and the aiwy péAAwy reciprocally ex- 
clude oneanother. To this Ebionitic view 
of wealth, as of a benefit in itself un- 
lawful and foreign to the kingdom of God, 
Hilgenfeld also recurs. 

4His view is that the publicans may be 
conceived of as being, by their external re- 
lations, in the service of the dpywy tod «6- 
onov. According to ver. 13, God was to be re- 
garded as the other true Lord who stood 
opposed (as the representative of the Sex6- 
frevot els Tas alwviovs gKyvds, ver. 9) to this 
It was just the prudent 
avdpiurov 


oikobeorérTns. 
Stackoprigwy Ta wUmrdpxovTa Tov 
miovotov, Who in a right manner serves 
this true Lord ; he despises the one in order 
wholly to belong to the other ; he labors 
with the possessions of the one for the pur- 
pose of the other. But in opposition to his 
true advantage, therefore not prudently, 
does he act who, like the Pharisees, seeks 
to place the service ofthe one on an equal- 
ity with that of the other. See, in oppo- 
sition to Olshausen, Schneckenburger, /.c. 
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meant, since in the connection of the parable the relation to the xéopoc! in 
general, and its representatives, is not spoken of, but specially the relation 
to temporal zealth.? Hence its representative, ¢.e., Mammon, is to be under- 
stood ; but we must not, with de Wette, give the matter up in despair, and 
say that the rich man has vo significance [Weiss ed. Mey.], or (Hbrard) 
that he serves only as filling wp (comp. also Lahmeyer) ; he has the signifi- 
cance of a definite person feigned, who, however, as such, was well known to 
the hearers (Matt. vi. 24), and also at ver. 13 is expressly named. The con- 
cluding words of ver. 13 are the key of the parable ; hence, also, it is not 
to be maintained, with Késter [Weiss ed. Mey.], that a rich man is only 
conceived of with reference to the steward. —oixovéuorv] a house steward, 
tauinc, who had to take the supervision of the domestics, the stewardship of 
the household, the rental of the property, etc. Such were usually slaves ; 
but it is implied in vy. 3, 4 that the case of a free man is contemplated 
in this passage. To conceive of the oixovduoc as a farmer of portion of 
the property, is neither permitted by the word nor by the context (in oppo- 
sition to Hélbe). In the interpretation of the parable the oixovéuoc neither 
represents men in general, nor specially the wealthy (thus most interpreters, 
following the Fathers), nor yet the Jsraelitish people and their leaders (Meuss), 
nor sinners (Maldonatus and others), not even Judas Iscariot (Bertholdt), 
also neither the Pharisees (Vitringa, Zyro, Baumgarten-Crusius‘), nor the 


1Midway between Olshausen’s interpre- 
tation and mine (of Mammon, see subse- 
quently), Schegg makes the rich man mean 
the personified xécpos. But the idea of 
«xdéamos is here too wide, the point in the sub- 
ject is definitely the being rich ; hence also 
at ver. 14, diAdpyvpo.. Schenkel also has 
adopted the interpretation of the rich 
man as of Mammon. Comp. Lange, Z. J. IL. 
1, p. 391, DIL. p. 463. 

2 This also in opposition to H. Bauer, /.c. 
p. 529 ff., who finds in the rich man the 
theocratic chief's of the people, whose chief 
wealth was the thevcracy itself. The 
olkovéwos must have been the Jewish Chris- 
tians ; the debtors, the émaptdot and édrvixol, 
to whom the primitive community more 
and more conceded a share in the Messi- 
anic blessings. The dismissal of the oixovd- 
pos was the excommunication of the primi- 
tive church ; the friends were the Gentiles, 
towhom a portion of the legal claims had 
been remitted by the Christians. The dig- 
ging and begging must be a new subjec- 
tion under the chiefs of Israel, with which 
the primitive church will no longer ex- 
change their free position! The Sé¢yecdar 
«is olkovs probably points to the necessity 
of restoring a perfect living intercourse 
with the converted Gentiles ! An arbitrary 
exercise of ingenuity, making an torepov 
mpotepov of the parables of Jesus, by which 
they are wrenched away from the living 


present and changed into enigmatical pre- 
dictions. According to the Stichs. Anony- 
mus, the steward is even held to be Paul, 
who disposed of the wealth of salvation 
for the benefit of the Gentiles. 

3 Comp. xii. 42, and see Heppe, p. 9 ff.; 
Ahrens, Amt @. Schiiissel, p. 12 ff. 

4 According to Zyro, the meaning of the 
parable is : Ye Pharisees are stewards of a 
heavenly treasure—the law; but ye are un- 
faithful stewards, indulgent towards your- 
selves, strict towards others ; nevertheless, 
even ye are already accused, as was he in 
the parable; and even your power and 
your dignity will soon disappear. There- 
fore, as ye are like to him in your aé:kia, 
be ye also like to him in your #povyots, strict 
towards yourselves, benevolent towards 
others, and that at once. According to 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Christ desires—disap- 
proving of the disposition and conduct of 
the Pharisees in respect of the works of 
love—to direct the disciples to appropriate 
to themselves something thereof in a 
better manner. That, namely, which the 
Pharisees did as sinners in order to cover 
their sins, andin so-called good works, the 
disciples were to do, not as sinners, but in 
order to smooth by sympathetic benefi- 
cence the inequality of the relations of life. 
Bornemann also explains the olkovonos of 
the Pharisees. See on ver. 9. Weizsacker 
similarly distinguishes, as in the parable of 
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publicans (Schleiermacher, Hélbe), but the pafyrai, as is plain from ver. 9, 
where the conduct analogous to the behavior of the oixovéuoc is enjoined 
upon them. [See Note CXIX., p. 481.] The pa6yrai, especially those who 
were publicans before they passed over to Christ, were concerned with tem- 
poral wealth, and were therefore stewards, not of God, but of Mammon. — 
d1eBA40y ate] he was denounced to him.* Although the word, which occurs 
only in this place in the New Testament, is not always used of groundless, 
Jalse accusations, though this is mostly the case (see Schweighiiuser, Lez. 
Herod. I. p. 154), yet it is still no vow media, but expresses, even where a 
corresponding matter of fact lies at the foundation,’ hostile denunciation, 
accusation, Niedner, p. 32 ff.? So also here ; Luther aptly says: ‘‘he was 
all spoken of.” NVulg.: ‘ diffamatus est.” There was some foundation in 
fact (hence, moreover, the steward does not defend himself), but the manner 
in which he was denounced manifested a hostile purpose. Thus, moreover, 
in the relation portrayed in that of the payrai to temporal riches, as the un- 
faithful stewards of which they manifested themselves to the covetous 
Pharisees by their entrance into the Christian conversion, there lay at the 
foundation the fact that they had no further interest in Mammon, and were 
no longer ¢iAdpyvpor. Compare the instance of Zacchaeus. Kiéster says 
wrongly that the hitherto faithful steward had only been slandered, and 
had only allowed himself to be betrayed into a knavish trick for the 
first time by the necessity arising from the dismissal. No ; this knavish 
trick was only the path of unfaithfulness on which he had hitherto walked, 
and on which he took a new start to get out of his difficulty. Against the 
supposition of the faithfulness of the steward, see on ver. 3. — d¢ dvackopri- 
Cov] as squandering (xv. 13), t.e., so he was represented.4 Comp. Xen. Hell. 
i. 8. 23 : dvéBardAov d¢ Avuarvduevor, and thus frequently ; Jas. 1.9. It might 
also have been d¢ with the optative; Herod. viii. 90, and elsewhere. Erro- 
neously, moreover, in view of the present, the Vulg. reads (comp. Luther) : 
quasi disstpasset. — 7a brdpyovra aitow] therefore the possessions, the means 
and property (xi. 21, xii. 15, 33, xix. 8), of his lord.* 


the prodigal son (see on xv. 11), the prémi- 
tive meaning (according to which the stew- 
ard was a heathen funciionary who oppress- 
ed the Jews, but afterwards took their part) 
from the meaning attached to it by the 
compiler, according to which the steward 
was a type of the unbelieving rich Jews, 
who might receive a reversion of the king- 
dom of heaven if they took up the cause of 
their fellow-believers who had become 
Christians. This is a sort of double mean- 
ing, which neither in itself nor in its two- 
fold contents has any foundation in the 
text. 

1 On the dative, comp. Herod. y. 35, viii. 
22: Plat. Polit. viii. p. 566 B ; Soph. Phid. 578 ; 
Eur. Zec. 863, and thereon, Pflugk ; else- 
where also with eis or mpés with accusative. 

2As Num. xxii, 22; Dan. ili. 8, vi. 25; 2 
Mace. iii. 11; 4 Macc. iv. 1, and in the pas- 


sages in Kypke, I. p. 296. 

3 Comp. the passages from Xenophon in 
Sturz, I. p. 678. See also Dem. 155. 7, where 
the dcaBdédAdAovtes and the xédaxes are con- 
trasted. 

4To gather from s that the indebted- 
ness was unfounded (Hilbe) is unjustifi- 
able. os might also be usedin the case of 
a well-founded dvaBadrAcodoar, and hence in 
itself decides nothing at all. Comp. Butt- 
mann, Weut. Gr. p. 263 [E. T. 307]. 

5 Therefore not the possessions of the 
debtors, to which result van Oosterzec 
comes, assuming that the steward had 
made the debtors (who were tenants) pay 
more than he had given up and paid over 
to his lord; in the alteration of the leases 
he bad only the right sums introduced 
which he had hitherto brought into ac- 
count, 
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Ver. 2. Ti tovro anobw rep? cov ;] what is this that I hear concerning thee? 
quid hoc est, quod de te audio? A well-known contraction of a relative 
clause with an interrogative clause ; Plat. Gorg. p. 452 D, and elsewhere.’ 
The frequency of this usus loguendi, and the appropriateness of the sense 
just at the opening of the reckoning, gives to the interpretation the prefer- 
ence over this : wherefore glo I hear, etc., Kuinoel, de Wette, Meuss, and 
others (comp. Luther, and so early as the Gothic version). — damédoc¢ x.7.A. ] 
give the (due) reckoning of thy stewardship. The master desires to see the 
state of affairs made plain.* — ov yap] for thou shalt not, etc. The master de- 
cides thus according to what he had heard, and what he regards as estab- 
lished. 

Ver. 8. This reflexion of the steward issued from the consciousness that 
he cannot deny his guilt, for he sees his dismissal as the near and certain 
result (a¢acpeirar, present) of the rendering of the account demanded of him. 
[See Note CXXI., p. 482.] If he were to be represented as innocent, the par- 
able must needs have placed in his mouth a justification, or at least have as- 
signed to him the corresponding epithet. This is also in opposition to 
Francke,* Hélbe. —ér] equivalent to ei¢ éxeivo br, see on Mark xvi. 14. — 
oxadrrevv] in fields, gardens, vineyards ; it is represented in Greek writers 
also as the last resource of the impoverished ;* Aristoph. Av. 1432 : cxarrew 
See Wolf and Kypke. — ov« ioyiw] not being accustomed 
to such labor, he feels that his strength is not equal to it. — éra:teiv] infini- 


yap ov« éxlorapat. 


tive, not partictpial.® 


These reflections are not inserted with a view to the 


interpretation, but only for the depicting of the crisis. 

Ver. 4. The word éyruv, coming in without any connecting particle, de- 
picts in a lively manner what was passing in his mind, and is true to nature. 
The aorist is not used as being the same as the perfect, although de Wette 


1 See Kthner, Il. § 841. 1; Fritzsche, ad 
Mare. p. 780; Bornemann, Schol. p. 97, and 
in the Stud. uw. Krit. 1843, p. 120. Comp. 
Test. XII. Patr. p. 715: ti tadta axovw ; Acts 
Polity aay 

2On Asyov Sidévar, amodiSdvar (Matt. xii. 
36;. Acts xix: 405 Jom. xiv; 12). ‘see 
Schweighauser’s Zen. Herod. Il. p. 4. 
Comp. Tov Adyorv amyrouv, Dem. 868. 5. 

3 According to Francke, Jesus desires to 
represent the risks of being rich in the 
passionate rich man, who arranges the dis- 
missal without any inquiry. JZ is the in- 
debted chief person. The steward is false- 
ly accused : he is driven from the house as 
not adios; but the rich man, first of all, 
drives him by his cruelty to the aédcxia, 
which, moreover, was only a momentary 
one, as the (inequitable) ypéuuaTa were only 
once used ; while, on the other hand, they 
were only used for the purpose of putting 
matters on an equitable footing again. In 
the latter reference Day. Schulz precedes 
with the assumption, that the steward 
wished before his dismissal to do some 


good. He assumes with equal contradic- 
tion of the text, that the setting down of 
the items of account was done with the 
knowledge of the master. Comp. also Schneck- 
enburger, p. 57. 

4Hence—for the steward, deore he de_ 
cides on the expedient, ver. 4, sees digging 
and begging before him—it is not to be sup- 
posed, with Brauns, that he paid the 
amounts written down, ver. 6 f., from his 
own funds. Contrary to the text, contrary 
to ver. 3f., and contrary to tis adctkias, ver. 
8, which refers to that writing down. This, 
moreover, is in opposition to Hélbe, who, 
in a similar misinterpretation of vy. 6, 7, 
brings out as the meaning of the parable, 
that ‘‘the publicans, decried by the Phari- 
sees as robbers, etc., are frequently not so. 
In spite of their being repudiated, they are 
equitable people, and frequently combine 
with great experience of life and prudence 
a heart so noble that they acquire friends 
as soon as this is only known.” 

5 On the distinction in sense, see Mactz- 
ner, ad Lycurg. p. 165. 


y 
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will have it so, but expresses the moment of occurrence : I hare came to the 
knowledge. Bengel well says: ‘‘Subito consilium cepit,” ‘‘Suddenly he 
adopted a plan.” — bray peracrafo| when (quando) TI shall have been dis- 
missed. He thus expresses himself to indicate the critical point of time, im- 
minent to him by reason of the near experience that he is expecting, after 
the occurrence of which the déyeo6u «.7.7.. is to take place. Comp. ver. 9. 
— dé&ovta] the debtors of his master, of pyfqvat wéddovrec, ‘who are about 
to be spoken of,” EKuthymius Zigabenus. See Buttmann, Newt. Gr. p. 117 
[B. T. 184]. — oixove] houses, not families (Schulz), comp. ver. 9. 

Vv. 5-7. Tov ypewgers.| of the debtors, they had borrowed the natural prod- 
ucts named from the stores of the rich man. [See Note CXXIL., p. 482.] 
This agrees better with the word, the opposite of which is daveworhe (vil. 41; 
Plut. Caes. 12), than the notion of tenants. — From éva éxacrov it is seen 
that subsequently the two debtors are mentioned by way of example. — roi 
kupiov éavtov| By the debtors of his own master he knew how to help himself. 
— réaov dgeidec¢ «.7.2.] Going to work promptly and surely, he questions 
their own acknowledgment of obligation, which must agree with the con- 
tents of the bond. — Ver. 6. Bdrouvc] 6 02 Baroc (D3) divatat ywpioa: Sécrac 
EBdouhKnovra dio, *‘ But the Baroc contains seventy-two pints,” Josephus, Antt. 
viii. 2. 9. Therefore equal to an Attic petpyric. — déSa:] take away. The 
steward, who has the documents in his keeping, gives up the bill (74 
ypdumara, that which is written, in the plural used even of one docu- 
ment, see on Gal. vi. 11), that the debtor may alter the number. Usually, 
that he may write a@ new bond with the smaller amount. But this is not 
contained in the words; moreover, for that purpose not the surrender 
of the document, but its destruction, would have been necessary. — xaficac] 
pictorial. rayéoc belongs not to this graphic detail, caficac (Luther and 
others, including Ewald), but to ypajpov ; the latter corresponds to the haste 
to which the carrying out of an injustice urges. — Ver. 7. érépw] to another. 
Comp. xix. 20. —~xépore] 6 dé kédpog CD) divarat pedipvove atrixode déxa, ‘* But 
the cor contains ten Attic Medimni [about 120 gallons],” Josephus, Antt. xv. 
9. 2. — The diversity of the deduction, vv. 6, 7, is merely the change of 
the concrete picturing without any special purpose in view. Comp. already 
Euthymius Zigabenus. ; 

Ver. 8. ‘0 xbpioc] not Jesus (Erasmus, Luther, Pred.; Weizsiicker also, 
p- 213 f.), but, as is proved by ver. 9, the master of the steward, to whom the 
measure taken by the latter had become known. — top olxovéu. rice adex. | adex. 
is a genitive of quality (see on ii. 14), the unrighteous steward ; of such a 
quality he had shown ‘himself in his service, as well by the waste in gen- 
eral as specially by his proceeding with the debtors.’ The dogmatic idea 
(Schulz) is out of place in the context. Schleiermacher and Bornemann 


1 The expression 74s 4S:xéas contains the steward was honest, and it is only a device 
judgment of Jesus on the conduct of the springing from necessity to which Hélbe 
oikovouos, VV. 5-7, which, nevertheless, the clings, that the faithful steward is called 
master praised with reference to the pru- oixov, THs adixias only in the sense of his ca- 
dence employed. Hence tis aécxéas is decid- lumnniators. 
edly opposed to the assumption that the 


30 
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(comp. also Paulus) construe riy¢ aduxiag with éntvecer : iniquitatis causa, 
‘because of his iniquity.” Grammatically correct, but here it is in contra- 
diction with the parallel expression : é« Tod waywva tHe adixiac, ver. 9. Comp. 
also 6 xpitie THe aduKtac, xviii. 6. And it is not the ddckia, but the prudence, 
that is the subject of the praise,? as is shown from the analogy of ver. 9. 
the adixidc is intended to make it clear that the master praised the steward 
even in spite of his dishonest behavior, because he had dealt prudently. In 
the dishonest man he praised ‘‘ his procedure, so well advised and to 
the purpose, with the property that still remained under his control” 
(Schulz, p. 103), even although from a moral point of view this pru- 
dence was only the wisdom of the serpent (Matt. x. 16), so that he was not 
the miordc¢ olxovduoc 6 dpdvimoc (xii. 42), but only gpdvyoc, who had hit 
on the practical savoir faire. — ért of viol x.7.2.] Immediately after the words 
dpovipuc éxoiqcev, Jesus adds a general maxim,* in justification of the pred- 
icate used (¢poviuwc). Consequently : ‘‘ Et merito quidem illius prudentiam 
laudavit, nam quod prudentiam quidem attinet, filli hujus saeculi, ete.,” 
‘‘And justly indeed he praises the prudence of this one, for as far as pru- 
dence is concerned, the sons of this world, etc.,” Maldonatus. Francke er- 
roneously says (compare the ‘‘ perhaps,” etc., of de Wette) that dr: of vio? 
This the context forbids by the corre- 
lation of @povizwco and gpovidrepor. The sons (see on Matt. viii. 12) of this 
generation (IO py, see on Matt. xii. 82) are those who belong in their 
moral nature and endeavor to the period of the world prior to the Messianic 
times, not men who are aspiring after the BaovAeia rod Ocod Kal THY dikatoobvyv 
avtov (Matt. vi. 83).4 The sons of light are those who, withdrawn from tem- 
poral interests, have devoted themselves wholly to the divine aA#feva reveal- 
ed by Christ, and are enlightened and governed by it, John xii. 36; 1 
Thess. v. 5; Eph. v. 8. Zhe former are more prudent than the latter, not ab- 
solutely, but ei¢ ryv yeveav trav éavtdv, in reference to their own generation, 1.e., 
in relation to their own kindred, if they have to do with those who, like them- 
selves, are children of this world, as that steward was so prudent in refer- 
ence to the debtors. The whole body of the children of the world—a cate- 
gory of like-minded men—is described as a generation, a clan of connections; 
and how appropriately, since they appear precisely as vioi ! Observe, more- 
over, the marked prominence of rv éavtév, which includes the contrasted say- 


x.7.A. refers to the éxivecev 6 kbptoc. 


1 Dion. Hal. 2het. xiv.; Joseph. Antt. xii. 
4.5; Bernhardy, p. 152; Ktihner, I. p. 192; 
Bornemann, Schol. p. 98. 

2 We may imagine the master calling out 
to the steward from his own worldly stand- 
point something like this: Truly thou hast 
accomplished a prvdent stroke! Thy prac- 
tical wisdom is worthy of all honor! Comp. 
Terent. Zeaut. iii. 2.26. But to conclude 
that the steward remained in his service, is 
altogether opposed to the teaching of the 
parable (in opposition to Baumgarten- 
Crusius, H6lbe). 

3 Not a piece of irony upon the Pharisees 


(Zyro), as Brauns also assumes, understand- 
ing by the children of this world the publi- 
cans, who were contemned as children of the 
world; and by the children of light, the 
Pharisees, as the educated children of light. 
So also Hélbe. Extorted by an erroneous 
interpretation of the whole parable. Text- 
ually the children of the world could only 
be those to whom the steward belonged by 
virtue of his unrighteous dealing (rijs adcxias). 

* Comp. xx. 34. See examples of the Rab- 
binical roby .)3 in Schoettgen, Hor. 
p. 298, and Wetstcin. 


CHAP. XVI., 9. 467 
ing that that higher degree of prudence is not exercised, if they have to deal 
with others who are not of their own kind. With unerring sagacity they 
know, as is shown by that steward in his dealing with the debtors, how, in 
their relations to companions of their own stamp, to turn the advantage of the 
latter to their own proper advantage. On the other hand, in relation to 
the children of light, they are not in a condition for such prudent measures, 
because these are not available for the immoral adjustment of the selfish 
ends of those men, as was the case with those debtors who by their own dis- 
honesty were serviceable to the dishonest sagacity of the steward by the fal- 
sification of their bonds.’ Kuinoel and Paulus, following older commenta- 
tors, explain: in relation to their contemporaries. But how unmeaning 
would be this addition, and how neglected would be the emphatic rj éav- 
7av ! Grotius, in opposition to the words themselves, explains : ‘‘in rebus 
suis,” ‘‘their own affairs ;” Wiescler : for the duration of their life, for the 
brief time of their earthly existence ; Hélbe : in their own manner, accord- 
ing to their own fashion. Comp. Schulz, Lange, and others: after their 
hind ; de Wette, Eylau : in their sphere of life. — Moreover, eic¢ t. yev. K.7.1. 
is not to be referred to both classes of men (Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Wette, 
Baumgarten Crusius, Brauns, and others), but merely to the viod¢ 7. Kéou. T. 
(comp. Dettinger, as above, p. 60 f.), as the words themselves require it as 
well as the sense ; for the prudence of the children of light in general, not 
merely in their relation to those like them, is surpassed by that prudence 
which the children of the world know how to apply eic ry yevedv trHv éavtor. 
On such wisdom the latter concentrate and use their effort, whereas the 
children of light can pursue only holy purposes with moral means, and con- 
sequently (as sons of wisdom) must necessarily fall behind in the worldly 
prudence, in which morality is of no account. [See Note CXXIII., p. 482.] 
As, however, He also from them (kayo iuiv) requires prudence, Jesus says, 
Ver. 9, giving the application of the whole parable for His disciples who 
were present—xayd tpiv Aéyo, not: Kayo Aéyo byiv ; comp. on Xi. 9. Kayd 
corresponds to the preceding 6 kipioc, and tuiv to tov oixov. tHe adix. AS 
the master praised that steward on account of his prudence, so also must I 
commend to you an analogous prudent course of conduct,’ but in how much 
higher a sense ! — roujoare éavroic gitove x.7.A.] provide for yourselves friends, 
etc. Itis evident whom Jesus means by these friends from the final sen- 
tence, iva défavra iuac K.7.2. Those who receive you, to wit, are the angels 
(Matt. xxiv. 81; Mark xiii. 27) ; and these are made friends of by the 
beneficent application of riches (comp. xv. 10; Matt. xvii. 10, xxv. 31, 
Thus they correspond to the ypewdecderaic of the parable, but 


xxiv. 31). 
Ambrose, at so early a period, has this true interpretation, and 


indirectly. 


laudari potuit ille ... quanto amplius 


1 eis ig therefore to be taken in the quite 
placent Domino,” “if this one could be 


usual sense of : in reference to, but not to be 


twisted into: after the manner, or after the 
measure (Lahmeyer), and to be explained 
from the mode of expression : reAety és "EA- 
Anvas, and the like (see Saupp, ad Xen. Mem. 
iv. 2. 87). 

2 An argument a@ minori ad majus (‘‘si 


praised ... how much more they please 
the Lord,” ete. Augustine, comp. Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus, Grotius, Cornelius a 
Lapide, Maldonatus, and others, including 
Ebrard, p. 424) isa pure importation. 
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very recently Ewald. Thereference to God (Wolf, Kuinocl, Niedner, and 
others) or to Christ (Olshausen), either alone or with the addition of the 
angels (see also Bleek), is not appropriate, since the reception into the 
Messiah’s kingdom is the duty of the ministering spirits, accompanied by 
whom the Lord appears in His glory (ix. 26). According to the wswal in- 
terpretation, those to whom deeds of love have been done, the poor, etc., are 
meant (so also Wieseler, Meuss, Lahmeyer [Weiss ed. Mey.]), whose grat- 
itude is earned as the steward has earned the gratitude of the debtors. But 
in this case iva déFwvtae dude must be subjected to a strained interpretation. 
See below. The éavroic, to yourselves, standing emphatically even before rovgo. 
in BLE »* Tisch., corresponds to the idea that the (higher) analogy of 
an application for their own use, as in the case of that steward, is to be 
admitted. —é« roi mae. tic aduc.| éx denotes that the result proceeds from 
making use of Mammon.’ But Mammon, the idea of which is, moreover, 
in no way to be extended to the totality of the earthly lite (Eylau), is not to 
be taken in this place as at ver. 18, personally (comp. on Matt. vi. 24), 
but as neuter, as at ver. 11, wealth. — ze adixiac] Genitivus qualitatis, as at 
ver. 8: of the unrighteous Mammon. As at ver. 8 this predicate is attached 
to the steward, because he had acted unrighteously towards his lord, so here 
itis attached to wealth, because it, as in the case of that steward, serves, 
according to usual experience (comp. xviii. 24 f.), as an instrument of un- 
righteous dealing. The moral characteristic of the wse of it is represented 
as adhering to itself. Other explanations, instead of being suggested by 
the context, are read into the passage isolated from the context, to wit, that 
of Jerome, Augustine,* Calvin, Olearius, Maldonatus, Lightfoot, Bertholdt, 
Rosenmiiller, Méllcr, Bornemann, and others: opes énjuste partae, ‘‘ wealth 
unjustly procured” (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus : d¢ && adixiac Onoavpiobévra, 


The éx Tov pH Seapepilecbat Ta TepiTTa TobTOv Toic wévyow, ‘‘as treasured up 
from unrighteousness, that of not dividing the surplus of this with the 
poor”); that of Drusius, Michaclis, Schreiter, Kuinoel, Wieseler, and others 
(comp. Dettinger and H. Bauer) : opes fallaces, ‘‘ deceitful wealth,” or 
wealth which allures (LOffler, Késter [Weiss ed. Mey.]); that of Paulus 
(Hxeg. Handb.) : that Mammon is designated as unrighteous towards the 
disciples, to whom he has communicated little ; that of Schulz and Olshausen : 
opes impias (Olshausen : ‘the bond by which every individual is linked 
to the aiay oiroc and its princes”’) ; that of Heppe : that wealth is so desig- 
nated as being no true actual possession (ver. 11) ; and others. Moreover, 
a hidden irony (Fylau) against an Ebionitic error of the disciples, as if they 
had imputed to what is earthly in itself the character of ddcka, is remote 
from the words, since the predicate is taken from the conduct of the 
steward. There are analogous expressions of the Targumists, in which the 
characteristic peculiarity of Mammon is given by means of a superadded 


1 Matthiae, p. 1833; Bernhardy, p. 230; alter non habet, tu abundas et alter eget,” 
Ellendt, Lea. Soph. I. p. 559 f. “‘since it is of itself iniquity, that thou hast 

2 Still Augustine admits (Comment. in Ps. and another has not, thou aboundest and 
xlviii.) even the communistic interpretation : another isin want.’ This is foreign to the 
‘quia ea ipsa iniquitas est, quod tu habes, context. 
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substantive (as IPW'T fd, fy PWIT) ; see in Lightfoot, p. 844. The 
value of the predicate r7¢ aduc., so far as the structure of the discourse is 
concerned, seems to be, that this application of wealth for selfish advantage 
is entirely conformable to the improba indoles thereof, according to which it 
allowsitself to be used, instead of only for the purpose of serving the interest 
of its possessor (Mammon), for the selfish advantage of those who have it 
to administer, The epithet is contemptuous. Ye cannot, considering its 
nature, better make use of so worthless a thing! Bornemann, Schol. 
p. 98 ff., and in the Stud. u. Krit. 1843, p. 116 ff., finds the whole precept 
moumoare «.7.A. to be in contradiction with the moral teaching of Christ, and 
conjectures : ob roujoete x.7.2., ‘‘non facietis (nolite facere) vobis amicos ex 
opibus injuste collectis,” ‘‘ye will not make (are unwilling to make) friends 
for yourselves out of wealth unjustly collected,” etc.,’ without any trace in 
the evidence for the text. And the doubt of Bornemann is solved by the 
consideration that (1) Jesus does not bid the disciples provide themselves 
with Mammon in a similiar way to the steward (the steward did not provide 
himself with wealth at all, rather he be&8towed it on the debtors, but for his 
own advantage), but to apply the riches which they, as having hitherto 
been olxovéuoc of Mammon, still had at their disposal, in a similar way to 
that steward, to make themselves friends ; (2) that Jesus requires of His 
disciples to forsake all (v. 27, xviii. 22 ff., comp. xii. 33) is the less in 
conflict with the passage before us, that at that time there were around Him 
so many publicans and sinners who had previously entered into His service 
(out of the service of Mammon), and for these the words of Jesus contained 
the command to forsake all just in the special form appropriate to the rela- 
tions in which they stood. In respect of pafyrac, ver. 1, we are not to 
conceive exclusively only of the Twelve, andof suchas already had forsaken 
all ; (8) ourtext does not conflict with the context (ver. 13), as it rather 
claims in substance the giving up of the service of Mammon, and its claim 
corresponds to the p7 @cavpivere byiv x.7.2., besides allowing the idea of laying 
up treasure in heaven (see iva érav éxd. x.7.7.) to appear in a concrete form. 
— bray éxAsiny] (see the critical remarks) when it fails, i.e., when it ceases.” 


This érav ékA. indeed corresponds to the point of the parable : éray weracraba, 


1 Bornemann assumes as the meaning of 
the parable: ‘‘Pharisaeos Christus ait 
de alienis bonis liberales esse, idque sui 
commodi causa, atque eorum praefectos 
(dvSpwros mAovctos, ver. 1) non modo hance 
in subditis perversitatem et vitiositatem 
non vituperare et punire, sed etiam laudare 
prudentiam eorum et calliditatem. At suos 
id nunquam imitaturos esse Christus certo 
confidit,’’ ‘‘Christ says that the Pharisees 
are liberal in regard to the goods of others, 
and that too for the sake of their own ad- 
vantage ; and yet their chiefs (av@pwmos 
mAovatos, ver. 1) not only do not con- 
demn and punish this perversity and vice 
in their subordinates, but even praise 
their prudence and cunning. But Christ 


certainly trusts that His followers will 
never imitate this,’ etc. This interpreta- 
tion is erroneous, if only for the reason 
that the steward is liberal with the prop- 
erty of his own master. Consequently the 
Pharisees would be represented as liberal, 
not de bonis aienis, ‘in regard to the goods 
of others,” but with the property of ther 
own chiefs. In general, however, it is de- 
cisive against Bornemann that no par- 
able is intended to teach the opposite of 
itself. 

2 Comp. xxii. 82; Heb. i. 12; Xen. Hell. i. 
5. 2: éxwv 6€ Hew téAavtTa mevTaKkoow edv dé 
tTavta ekriry k.T.A.; 1 Sam. ix.7; 1 Mace. ili. 
29,45; Ecclus. xiv. 19, xlii. 24; and fre- 
quently in the LXX. and in the Apocrypha. 
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ver. 4, but signifies in the application intended to be made—the catas- 
trophe of the Parousia, at the appearance of which, in the oyjua tov Koopov 
tovrov which precedes it, the temporal fiches comes to an end and cease to 
evist (vi. 24; Jas. v. 1 ff. ; Luke xvii. 26 ff.), whereas then the treasures 
laid up in heaven (Matt. vi. 20; Luke xii, 38, xviii, 22) occupy their 
place (comp. also 1 Tim. vi. 19), and the complete azdry of riches (Matt. 
xiii. 22) is revealed. This reference to the Parousia is required in the con- 
text by the aiwviove cxyvac, whereby the setting up of the kingdom (here also 
conceived of as near) is referred to. The Recepta éxAimnre* would mean : 
when ye shall have died.” But after death that which is first to be expected 
is not the kingdom of Messiah, or the life in heaven to which reference is 
usually made (even by Bleek), but the paradise in Sheol (ver. 22), to 
which, however, the predicate aiwviove is not appropriate (in opposition to 
Engelhardt). Moreover, Jesus could not refer His disciples to the condi- 
tion after their death, since, according tothe synoptic Gospels (and see 
also on John xiv. 3), He had placed the Parousia and the setting up of the 
kingdom in the lifetime even of that generation® (Luke xxi. 82, ix. 27). 
Hence the Recepta is to be rejected even on these internal grounds, and to 
be traced to the idea of the later eschatology. The everlasting tabernacles 
correspond to the eic rove olxove abtév in the parable, ver. 4, and typically 
denote, probably in reference to the movable tabernacles in the wilderness 
(comps Hos ex) 10% ech: 16; Ps. exviil, 15), the kingdom of 
Messiah in respect of its everlasting duration. Thus God promises in 4 
Esdr. ii. 11: ‘‘ Et dabo eis tabernacula aeterna, quae praeparaveram illis,” 
‘‘And I will give to them eternal tabernacles, which I have prepared for 
them,” where, in accordance with the context, doubtless the kingdom of 
Messiah is meant. — déSovra] not impersonal (Késter and others), but in 
respect of g/Aovc, and according to the analogy of ver. 4, the friends provided 
are to be understood, consequently the angels (see above) ; comp. Ambrose. 
If ¢idove be explained as denoting men, the poor and the like [Godet, 
Weiss, and many others], since the text hints nothing of a future elevation 
of these to the dignity of stewards (in opposition to Meuss), déwvtac must 
be understood of the thankful and welcoming reception ; but in this inter- 
pretation it would be strangely presupposed that the dio: would be already in 
the everlasting habitations when the benefactors come thither, or there must 
somehow be understood a mediate déyecta: (Grotius : ‘‘efficiant ut recip- 
iamini,” ‘‘ they may bring to pass that ye are received”) wherein there would 


Xiy. 


1 Luther translates : ‘‘ when ye faint,” but 
explains this of dying, when ye ‘‘ must 
leave all behind you.” Comp. Ewald 
(reading é«Aetrnre) : when ye can no longer 
help yourselves, 7. é., when ye die. Context- 
ually Meuss refers (é€xAetryre) it to the last 
judgment ; but with what far-fetched and 
artificial interpretation : ‘‘ quando emigratis, 
scil.e@ mammone iniquitatis, qui adhue re- 
fugio vobis fuit,”’ ‘t when ye remove, namely, 
Srom the mammon of unrighteousness, which 


hitherto was a refuge for you!” 

2Plat. Legg. vi. p. 759 H, ix. p. 8386-H; 
Ken. Cyr. vill. 7%. 26 3 Isa. xi- 10, Lixixi: Gen, 
SK 6, dK. Goss Wop. iy.) lls) reser 
Patr. p. 529. 

> Hence also the reading which gives the 
singular ékAeirn (Wieseler éxAizy) is not to 
be understood, with Wieseler : if he leaves 
you in the lurch (in death); which, apart 
from there being no vuas expressed, would 
be very harsh. 
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be especial reference to the meritoriousness of alms (xi. 41, see especially 
Maldonatus and Hilgenfeld, the latter of whom recalls the prayer of the 
poor in the Pastor of Hermas) ; but for an interpretation of that kind there 
is, according to ver. 4, absolutely no justification, and as little for an ex- 
planation according to the idea contained in Matt. xxv. 40 (Beza, Calvin, 
and others, including Wieseler) ; comp. Luther (Pred.) : ‘‘ Men shall not 
do it, but they shall be witnesses of our faith which is proved to them, for 
the sake of which (‘od receives us into the everlasting habitations.” Luther, 
however, further adds appropriately that in this there is taught no merit of 
works, 


Rrmazx. — The circumstance that Jesus sets before His disciples the prudence 
of a dishonest proceeding as an example, would not have been the occasion of 
such unspeakable misrepresentations and such unrighteous judgments (most 
contemptibly in Hichthal) if the principle : od divacte Yea dovdeberv kal papwvd, 
ver. 13, had been kept in view, and it had been considered accordingly that even 
the yadyrai, in fact, by beneficent application of their property, must have acted 
unfaithfully towards Mammon in order to be faithful towards their contrasted 
Master, towards God.! In this unfaithfulness their prudence was to consist, 
because that was the way to attain for themselves the Messianic provision. [But 
see Note CXXIII., p. 482.) If further objection has been taken on the ground 
that in the expedient of the steward no special prudence is contained, it is to be 
considered that the doctrinal precept intended at ver. 9 claimed to set forth 
just such or a similar manifestation of prudence as the parable contains. On 
the other hand, the device of a more complicated and refined subtlety would 
not have corresponded with that simple doctrine which was to be rendered pal- 
pable, to make to themselves friends of the unrighteous Mammon, etc. 


Vv. 10-12. [See Note CXXIV., p. 482.] These verses give more detailed 
information regarding the precept in ver. 9. ‘* Without the specified appli- 
cation of the possessions of Mammon, to wit, ye cannot receive the Messianic 
riches.” This is shown, on the ground of a general principle of experience 
(ver. 10) from a twofold specific peculiarity of both kinds of wealth, by the 
argument «@ minori ad majus.—The faithful in the least is also faithful in 
much ; and the unrighteous in the least is also unrighteous in much ?—a locus conr- 
munis which is to be left in its entire proverbial generality. It is fitted for 


Ebrard (on Olshausen, p. 678 f.) says: that 
the dishonest steward is not so much a 


1 Hence also the expedient which many 
have adopted of maintaining that attention 


is not directed to the morality of the 
steward’s conduct, but only to the prudence 
in itself worthy of imitation (see Luther, 
Calvin, Grotius, Michaelis, Léffler, Bleek, 
and many others) must be regarded as mis- 
taken, as on general grounds it isunworthy 
of Christ. The unfaithfulness which is rep- 
resented is manifested fowards Mammon, 
and ‘iis was intended to appcar to the dis- 
ciples not merely as prudence, but also as 
duty. Hence also there was no need for at- 
tempting to prevent the misunderstanding, 
that for a good end an evil means was com- 
mended (which Ké6ster finds in yy. 10-18). 


symbol as an instance of a man who, in the 
sphere of unrighteousness and sin, practises 
the virtue of prudence; that from him the 
Christian was to learn the practice of pru- 
dence, but in the sphere of righteousness. 
But thus the contrast in which the point 
would lie is first of all put into the passage. 
[See Note CXXIII., p. 482.] 

2 Views in harmony with vv.10 and 12 
occur in Clem. Cor. ii.8; but to conclude 
therefrom that there is a relationship with 
the Gospel of the Egyptians (K¢tstlin, p. 223) 
is very arbitrary. 
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very varied application to individual cases. For what special conclusion it 
is here intended to serve as a major proposition is contained in ver. 11 f. — 
mloto¢ év day. is conceived as one united idea. Comp. on Gal. iii, 26 ; Eph. 
iv. 1.—Ver. 11. In the unrighteous Mammon (here also neuter, and alto- 
gether as in ver. 9) those are faithful who, according to the precept in ver. 9, 
so apply it that they make for themselves friends therewith. This faith- 
fulness is meant not from the standpoint of the mammon-mind, but of the 
divine mind (ver. 13). — é,éveo6e] have become, before the Messianic decision, 
—an expression of the moral development. —7d adnfivév| placed first as a 
more emphatic contrast to év 76 ad/kw pay. (comp. ix. 20, xxiii. 81) : that 
which is true, which is not merely a wealth that is regarded as such, but 
(‘‘ Jesus loquitur e sensu coelesti,” ‘‘ Jesus speaks from a heavenly sense,” 
Bengel) the ideally real and genuine riches (comp. on John i. 9), i.e., the sal- 
vation of the kingdom of Messiah. Observe the demonstrative force of the 
article. De Wette, Bleek, and many others, following older writers, wrongly 
understand the spiritual wealth, the Spirit ; compare Olshausen : ‘‘ heavenly 
powers of the Spirit.” It must be that which previously was symbolized by 
the reception into the everlasting habitations ; hence also it cannot be ‘‘the 
revealed truths, the Gospel” (Ewald), or ‘‘ the spiritual riches of the king- 
dom of heaven” (Wieseler), the ‘‘ gifts of grace” (Lahmeyer), and the like. 
The objection against our view, that woretcec is not in harmony with it 
(Wieseler), is not fatal, comp. xix. 17. The contrast indeed is not verbally 
complete (ad:cov . . . dixacov), but substantially just, since anything that is 
unrighteous cannot be 76 aAyfivdv, but the two are essentially in contrast. — 
Ver. 12. év 7@ dAdAorpiw| another specific attribute of the temporal riches, in 
what is alien, i.e., in that which belongs to another. For ye are not the possessor, 
but Mammon (in the parable the rich man whose wealth the oixovéuoe did not 
possess, but only managed). [See Note CXXYV., p. 482.] Altogether arbi- 
trary is the spiritualizing explanation of de Wette, that it is ‘‘ what does 
not immediately belong to the sphere of light and Spirit” (comp. Lahmeyer), 
as well as that of Hélbe, ‘‘in the truth which belongs to God.” The con- 
trary : 70 tuérepov, that which is yours, by which again is characterized not 
spiritual wealth, but the salvation of the Messianic kingdom, —to wit, as that 
which shall be the property of man, for that is indeed the hereditary posses- 
sion, the KkAnpovouia (Acts xx. 32; Rom. viii. 17; Gal. iii. 18 ; Eph. i. 14; 
Matt. xxv. 34, and elsewhere), the treasure laid up by him in heaven (Matt. 
vi. 19-21), his odirevwa in heaven (Phil. iii. 20), not a mere possession by 
stewardship of that which belongs to another as its owner, as is the case in 
respect of earthly wealth. Itis an arbitrary interpolation in H. Bauer, op. cit. 
p. 540 f., who understands éAdyiorov and adddrpiov as the ddcxoc way. of the 
legal condition, to which is to be attributed no absolute significance. 

Ver. 18. [See Note CXXYVLI., p. 483.] A principle which does not cohere 
with what follows (Woltzmann), but proves as indubitable the denial which 
isimplied in the previous question: ‘‘ ye shall in the supposed case not re- 
ceive the Messianic salvation.” Ye are, to wit, in this case servants of 
Mammon, and cannot as such be God’s servants, because to serve two masters 
is morally impossible. Morcoyer, see on Matt. vi. 24. 
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Vv. 14,15. [See Note CXXVIL., p. 483.] The mocking sneer’ of the Phar- 
isees, who indeed so well knew their pretended sanctity to be compatible 
with their striving after temporal possessions, Jesus, in ver. 15, discloses at 
its source, which was the self-conceit of their righteousness. — iueic gore x.7.A. | 
ye are the people who make yourselves righteous (i.e., declare yourselves as right- 
eous) before men. Contrast : the divine dixaiworg as it especially became the 
substance of the Pauline gospel.” The Pharisee in the temple, xviii. 11 f., 
gives a repulsive illustration of the dvcaiovy éavrév, and he even ventures it in 
the presence of God. — érz 70 év dvOpdrotg by). K.7.4.] since, indeed, that which 
is lofty (standing in high estimation) among men is an abomination before God. 
Comp. Ps. cxxxvill. 6. Thence it is plainly evident that God knows your 
(evil) hearts, otherwise that which is lofty among men would also be highly 
esteemed with Him, and not appear as an abomination. This generally ex- 
pressed judgment of God has as its concrete background the seemingly holy 
condition of the Pharisees, and hence is not indeed to be arbitrarily limited 
(multa, quac, ctc., Kuinoel); but, moreover, neither is it to be pressed to 
an absolute and éqgual application to all, although in relative variation of 
degrees it is valid without exception. Schleiermacher and Paulus find a 
concealed reference to Herod Antipas ; but this without the slightest hint 
in the connection could not possibly present itself to the hearers ; the less 
that even ver. 18 cannot be referred to the relation of Herod to Herodias 
(see already Tertullian, ce. Marc. iv. 34), since this latter was not forsaken 
by Philip, but had separated herself arbitrarily from him. 

Vv. 16, 17. [See Note CXXVIL., p. 483.] The sequence of thought is : 
after Jesus had declared His judgment on His adversaries, according to 
which, moreover, they belong to the category of the BdéAvypua évdrtov Tr. Csod, 
He now tells them on the ground of what standard this judgment has refer- 
ence to them, namely, on the ground of the Mosaic law (comp. John v. 45), of 
which not the smallest element should lose its validity by the fact that 
since John the kingdom of the Messiah was announced, and every man en- 
deavored forcibly to come into it. The stress lies on ver. 17, and ver. 16 is 
preparatory, but finds its motive in the fact that the announcement of the 
kingdom, and the general endeavor after the kingdom which had begun 
from the time of John, might easily throw upon Jesus the suspicion of put- 
ting back the old principle, that of the law, into the shade. But no ; no 
single xepaia of the law fails, and that is the standard according to which 
ye are an abomination in the sight of God.* The want of connection is only 


1 éxuuktnpicery, Xxill. 85; 2 Sam. xix. 21; 
Ps. ii. 4, xxxiv. 19; 3 Esdr. i. 53. 
27To attribute Sicaocvvy as the funda- 


postulat temporum ratio... . Mosis et 
prophetarum libri... functi sunt velut 
puerorum magisterio ;...adohanne incipit 


mental demand of Christianity to the influ- 
ence of Pharisaism on the development of 
Christ (see especially, Keim, Der Geschichtl. 
Chr. p. 35) is the more doubtful, as this 
fundamental thought prevails throughout 
the whole Old Testament. 

3 Grotius and others assume as the connec- 
tion: ‘‘Ne miremini, si majora dilectionis 
opera nunc quam olim exigantur; id enim 


aetas melior,”’ ‘“‘ Do not wonder, if greater 
works of love are required now than for- 
merly; for the condition of the times de- 
mands this. . . . Moses and the books of 
the prophets served as a master of boys; 

. with John a better age begins,”’ etc. 
Against this is ver. 17, and, in general (comp. 
Calovius), the manner in which Jesus hon- 
ors the law (comp. ver. 81). 
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external, not in the sequence of thought, and hence is not, as with Schulz, 
Strauss, and de Wette (comp. also Bleek), to be referred to mistaken recol- 
lections from Matthew. Already the source of Luke’s account of the jour- 
ney had here operated in vv. 16-18, which in Matthew has its historical 
position. Luke follows his source of information, but it is not without 
plan that he has supplemented from the Logia (Holtzmann), nor has he 
pieced the passages together like mosaic (Weizsicker).— 6 véyog k. of mpopyras 
éo¢ “Iwdvy.] We are not to supply (following Matt. xi. 13) spoepqrevoav 
(Euthymius Zigabenus, and many others), but from what follows (see Kiih- 
ner, II. p. 605), éxyptooovro.* As the law and the prophets were announced 
down to the time of John, so from that time onwards (even through John him- 
self) the joyful tidings of the kingdom of the Messiah appeared, and with what 
result! Every man’? presses forcibly into it ; ‘‘ viingruit pia,” ‘‘ assaults with 
pious force,” Bengel.* See on Matt. xi. 12. — receiv] to fall into decay, with ref- 
erence to its obligation, the opposite of remaining in force.*— The vépyoc, 
ver. 17, is not to be taken in any other sense than in ver. 16 (in opposition to 
Volkmar, p. 208, who understands the moral law contained in the legal 
code) ; but assuredly the continuance here declared, the remaining in force 
of the véuoc, is referred to its ideal contents. The reading of Marcion: ray 
Adyov ov, instead of rod véuov, is not the original text, as though Luke had 
transposed Matt. v. 18 into its opposite, but an inappropriate dogmatic al- 
teration (in opposition to Baur, Hilgenfeld).° Against the supposed anti- 
nomianism of Luke, see generally Holtzmann, p. 397; Lechler, Apost. Zeit. 
Delowt, 

Ver. 18. See on Matt. v. 82, xix. 9. Of what Christ has just said of the 
continual obligation of the law he now gives an isolated example, as Luke 
found it here already in his original source. For the choice of this place 
(not the original one) a special inducement must have been conceived of, 
which Luke does not mention [but see Note CXXVIL, p. 483] ; perhaps 


1 Others supplement joav (de Wette 
[Weiss ed. Mey.], comp. Ewald), which like- 
wise is allowable, and instead of this Theo- 
phylact, correctly explaining, places e«txov 
In the place cf the Old Testa- 


law. See his Geschichtl. Chr. p. 57 f. 

2 A popular expression of the general ur- 
gency. Hence was is neither to be pressed, 
nor, with Bengel, to be supplemented by 


Tov KaLpov. Bragouevos. Moreover, Bragerar is not to be 


ment preaching has now appeared since 
John the New ‘Testament preaching. 
But thereby the annulling of the law is not 
declared (in opposition to Baur, according 
to whom Luke must have transformed the 
words of Matt. xi. 13 to this meaning), but, 
as ver. 17 shows, the obligation of the law 
is established in a higher sense. This is 
also in opposition to Schenkel, p. 385, who, 
mistaking the connection, considers ver, 17 
as an assertion of the Pharisees, and ver. 18 
as its confutation, but that already Luke 
himself has ceased to perceive the relation 
between the two verses. Nay, Schenkel 
even strikes at Matt. v.18f. Keim rightly 
says that Jesus nowhere in the synoptic 
Gospels has declared the abolition of the 


taken of that “quod fieri debeat,” *‘ which 
ought to be done” (so Elwert, Quaest. et 
observatt. ad philol. sacr. 1860, p. 20). 

3 Comp. Xen. Cyr. iii. 3. 69: et kai Brdcawwro 
ciow ; Thucyd. i. 63.4: Bidcacdar és rv Mori- 
Saray, Vii. 69, 4: Bracardar és Td céw. 

4 Comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 8; Rom. ix. 6; Ruth 
iii. 18; Judith vi. 9, and elsewhere ; Herod. 
vii. 18; Plat. Hut. p. 14 D. Moreover, see 
on Matt. v. 18. 

5 Comp. Ritschl in the Theol. Jahrb. 1851, 
p. 351 f.; Kostlin, p. 308 f.; Zeller, Avpost. 
p. 15 f.; Franck in the Stud. wu. Avit. 1855, 
p. 311 f.; Volkmar, p. 207 ff., whose conject- 
ure, Tv Adywv Tov Oeod, is, Moreover, quite 
superfluous, 
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only, in general, the remembrance of the varieties of doctrine prevailing at 
that time on the question of divorce (see on Matt. xix. 3) ; perhaps also, 
the thought that among those Pharisees were such as had done that which 
the verse mentions (comp. Euthymius Zigabenus). — The saying, however, 
in the mind of Jesus, serves as a voucher for the obligation of the law with- 
out exception, on the ground of Gen. ii. 24. See on Matt. xix. 4 ff.; Mark 
xvi. 6 ff. Olshausen explains this of spiritual fornication,’ that what God 
had joined together (7.¢., the law according to its everlasting significance, 
ver. 17), the Pharisees had arbitrarily loosed (in that they loved money and 
wealth more than God), and that which God had loosed (i-¢., the Old Testa- 
ment theocracy in its temporary aspect, ver. 16), they wished to maintain 
as obligatory, and had thus practised a twofold spiritual adultery. How 
arbitrary, without the slightest hint in the text! [See Note CXXVIIL., 
p. 483.] The supposed meaning of the second member would be altogether 
without correspondence to the expressions, and the Pharisees might have 
used the first member directly for their justification, in order to confirm 
their prohibition of any accession to the Gospet. As to the obviousness of 
the exception which adultery makes in reference to the prohibition of divorce, 
see on Matt. v. 32. : 

Ver. 19. After Jesus in vy. 15-18 has’ rebuked the Pharisees, He now 
justifies in opposition to them the doctrines, vv. 9-13, on account of which 
‘they had derided Him,—showing them in the following fictitious doctrinal 
narrative (which is not, as with Hengstenberg, to be transferred to the re- 
past of Bethany) to what riches lead if they are not applied in the manner pre- 
scribed in ver. 9, to the roeiv éavt@ gidove.2 Comp. Theophylact. De Wette 
(comp. Holtzmann) wrongly denies all connection with what goes before, 
and finds set forth only the thought : Blessed are the poor; woe to the rich 
(vi. 20, 24), so that there is wanting any moral view of the future retribution, 
and hence the suspicion arises that in the first portion, vv. 19-26, 
“the well-known prejudice ” of Luke [comp. Weiss ed. Mey.], or of his in- 
formant, against riches and in favor of poverty, is arbitrarily introduced. 
Comp. Schwegler, I. p. 59 ; also Késtlin, p. 271, and Hilgenfeld, according 
to whom the parable no longer appears in its primitive form, and must have 
received from Luke an appendix hostile to the Jews. The moral standard 
of the retribution is at ver. 27 ff., so emphatically made prominent * that it is 


and elsewhere). Such forced interpreta- 
tions readily occur if the parable is to be 
explained according to assumed tenden- 


1 Comp. also H. Bauer, op. cit. p. 544, who 
thinks the meaning is that Israel is not to 
separate himself from the Mosaic law, and 


not to urge it upon the heathens. 

2 The opinion, that by the rich man is 
meant Herod Antipas (Schleiermacher, 
Paulus), is a pure invention. 

3 See also H. Bauer in Zeller’s Theol. Jahrb. 
1845, 8, p. 525, who, however, understands 
by the rich man the Jewish popular rulers, 
and by Lazarus the poor Jewish Christians 
(Ebionites), to the assistance of whom, in 
their bodily needs. the Gentile Christians 
(the xvves) had come (Acts xi. 29 f., xxiv. 17, 


ciesofthe author. Zellerin the Theol. Jahrb. 
1843, p. 838 f., explains riches and poverty in 
the parable before us in a spiritual sense of 
Judaism and heathenism; according to 
Schwegler, however, the similitude is, at 
least from ver. 27 onward, carried on in the 
anti-Judaic sense. Baur is of the same opin- 
ion, and lays stress upon the manner in 
whieh the conclusion exhibits the relation 
of the Jews (who did not believe in the 
risen Christ) to Christianity ; comp. also Hil- 
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unreasonable to separate it from the first part of the narrative, and’ to speak 
of the Hssene-like contempt of riches (Josephus, ell. ii. 8. 3). — dé] transi- 
tional, but to put the matter now, so as to act upon your will, etc. See above. 
— kai évedidion.] a simple connective link, where the periodic style would 
have turned the phrase by means of a relative, as is done subsequently in 
ver. 20. — opdtp. x. Bboc.] Wis upper garment was of purple wool, his 
underclothing of Egyptian byssus (white cotton), which among the 
Hebrews was frequently used for delicate and luxurious materials. — Jesus 
does not give any name for the rich man, which is not to be taken, as 
by many of the Fathers, as a suggestion of reproach (Euthymius Zigabenus 
refers to Ps. xv. 4), and in general, the absence of the name is to be regarded 
as unintentional ; for the poor man, however, even a significant name readily 
presented itself to the sympathy of Jesus. Tradition calls the rich man 
Nwevic, which, according to a Scholiast, appeared also in certain Mss. ; as, 
moreover, the Sahidic version has the addition : cwjus erat nomen Nineue. 
Vv. 20, 21. In view of the significance of the name, we can the less con- 
clude, with Calvin and others, following Tertullian, that this isan actual 
history, since even at so early a period Theophylact describes this as occurring 
‘“senselessly.”.? AdCapoc, 1.€., ay, abbreviated for TYR, Deus cueiliwm, 
‘“God a help,” as frequently also among the Rabbins. See Lightfoot on John 
1. Note Uy x, auxilio destitutus, ‘‘no-help ” (Olshausen, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, and others). But that any kind of confusion with the Lazarus from 
Bethany had arisen (de Wette) is a quite arbitrary conjecture. Just as 
groundless, moreover, is it either to doubt of the historical reality of the 
Lazarus of the fourth Gospel and his resurrection, because of the Lazarus of 
the parable being fictitious ; or, on the other hand, to support this historical 
character by the assumption that Jesus in the parable referred to the actual 
Lazarus (Hengstenberg). The two men called Lazarus have nothing to do 
with one another. The name which the Lazarus of Bethany actually bore is 
here a symbolically chosen name, and how appropriate it is ! — é8éBAyro] not : 
was laid down (Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius), but pluperfect, had been thrown 
down. The poor sick man had been cast down there in order to procure for 
him what fell from the rich man’s table. Even in Matt. viii. 6, ix. 2, the 
idea is not merely that of lying, but of being cast down. —rpi¢ tov mvddva] 
there at the gate (see on Matt. xxvi. 71), which led from the rpoabAcoy into 
the house. The form eidcwuévoe (Lachmann, Tischendorf), afflicted with ul- 
cers (from é/Axéw), Is convincingly attested, and that in opposition to the 


genfeld, Huang. p. 201 f. Weizsaicker also 
finds init the influence of Ebionitic ideas. 
Comp. on ver. 1, xv. 11. But in his opinion 
(see p. 215) the parable concerning Lazarus 
received a wider development, according to 
which it now typifies the unbelieving Juda- 
ism, which does not allow itself to be con- 
verted by Moses and the prophets, and does 
not believe, moreover, in the risen Christ ; 
the rich Judaism as opposed to the poor Jew- 
ish Christianity (comp. p. 502). Thus, more- 


over, the whole parable, as given by Luke, 
is turned into a totepoy mpotepov On the 
ground of the abstractions of church his- 
tory. 

1 Strauss, I. p. 
Baur, Zeller. 

2 Nevertheless, the houses of the rich 
manand of Lazarus are still shown to this 
day on the Via dolorosa (Robinson, I. 
p. 887). 


682; comp. Schwegler, 
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usage elsewhere ;* but it was probably formed by Luke, according to the anal- 
ogy of the argument of Aw and éAxho (Lobeck, Paral. p. 35 f.). — Ver. 21. 
éxiOuuov] desiring, craving after it. Whether he received of what fell or not 
is left undecided by the expression in itself, and de Wette (comp. Bleck) 
leaves the matter as it is, there being, as he thinks, nothing at all said about 
what was done or not done, but only about a lot and a condition. But the 
following 4/24 xa? «.7.2. shows that the craving was not satisfied, which, morc- 
over, presents itself a priori according to the purpose of the description as the 
most natural thing. The addition borrowed from xv. 16: kai ovdetce édidov 
aro, nmin. and vss., after zAovdiov, is hence (comp. xv. 16) a gloss correct in 
sense. —aAha nai oi Kbvec x.t.2.] but, instead of being satisfied, even still (kai, 
see Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 134) the dogs came, etc. An aggravation of the 
misery, and that too not merely as depicting the negative evil of neglect (Ara 
kat pnioc TOV Beparevodvrur, ‘* but also destitute of those who healed,” Theophy- 
lact ; comp. Euthymius Zigabenus), but also positively : the unclean beasts 
and their licking (éréAevyov) aggravating the pain of the helpless creature ! 
According to others,” even the dogs appeared to have compassion upon him. 
But the zdea of contrast which aAAé must introduce would not thus be made 
prominent, nor the accwmulation which kai indicates, nor would the whole 
strength of the contrast between vv. 21, 22 remain. [See Note CXXIX., 
p. 488.] According to Bornemann, the meaning is: ov pdvov éxoptachy . 
a22G Kat «.7.4., ‘Segestati ejus micae de divitis mensa allatae, vulneribus 
succurrebant canes,” ‘‘the crumbs from the rich man’s table aided his pover- 
ty, the dogs were relieving his wounds.” This is opposed to the purpose of the 
doctrinal narrative, to which purpose corresponds rather the unmitigated 
greatness of the suffering (ver. 25 ; moreover, the rich man’s suffering in 
Hades is not mitigated). 

Vv. 22, 23. ’AmeveyPpvar airéy] not his soul merely (‘‘ non possunt ingredi 
Paradisum nisi justi, quorum animae eo feruntur per angelos,” ‘‘none can 
enter Paradise except the just, whose souls are borne thither by the angels,” 
Targum on Cantic. iy. 12), but the dead person who is not buried (as the rich 
man was, ver. 23), but instead thereof és carried away by the angels (‘‘ ante- 
quam egrederentur socii ex hac area, mortui sunt R. Jose et R. Chiskia et 
R. Jesa ; et viderunt, quod angeli sancti eos deportarent in illud velum ex- 
pansum,” ‘‘ before the confederates departed from that place, Rabbi Jose and 
R. Chiskia and R. Jesa died ; and they saw that holy angels carried them 
away into that opened covering,” Jdra Rabba, 1187 f.), and that too into 
Abraham’s bosom, where he lives once more and is blessed (ver. 24 f.) 
Ewald also, and Schege, hold the correct view. [See Note CXXX., p. 483. ] 
The usual device, that the burial of the poor man was left without mention, 
as being worthy of no consideration [Godet], is an evasion, the more arbitra- 
ry in proportion as the narrative is a fictitious one, the doctrine of which in- 
deed concerns only the condition of the sowls in Hades, while its concrete 


1 Bur. Alc. 878: jaxcwoev ; Plut. Phoc. 2: Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, 
Ta HAKwpeva. Ewald, Bleck. So also Klinckhardt, seper 
2 Jerome, Erasmus, Calvin, Wetstein, Mi- parab. de hom. divite et Lazaro, Lips. 1891. 

chaelis, and others, including Kuinoel, 
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poetic representation concerns the whole man ; hence Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. 
p. 359, mistaking very inconsiderately the poetic character of the descrip- 
tion, calls our explanation folly.—eic rov KéAr.’ Ap. | ONIIS bw pn, among 
the Rabbins also a frequent sensuous representation of special blessednegs in 
Paradise,’ where the departed referred to are in intimate fellowship with the 
patriarch who loves them (resting on his breast). Comp. Wetstein. See also 
4 Macc. xiii. 16, where Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob receive the dead into 
their bosom. The x«éAr. ’AGp. is therefore not of the same import as Paradise, 
xxiii. 48, but Abraham is in Paradise (comp. on John viii. 56), and has there 
received Lazarus to his bosom. The representation of a repast (Grotius, Ben- 
gel, Michaelis, Kuinoel, and others) does not belong to this place, but refers 
to the Messianic kingdom (Matt. vili. 11.) — «at éragy] so that therefore it 
was not with him as it was with Lazarus, who was carried by the angels, etc. 
It is usually supposed by way of addition to this : splendidly, in accordance 
with his position, and the like. This is purely arbitrary. — Ver. 23. Hades 
corresponds to the Hebrew Sheol, which in the LXX. is translated by adyc, 
and hence denotes the whole subterranean place of abode of departed souls 
until the resurrection, divided into Paradise (xxiii. 43) for the pious, and 
Gehenna for the godless. Ruth R. i. 1: ‘Ti descendunt in Paradisum, hi 
vero descendunt in Gehennam,” ‘‘Those descend into Paradise, but these 
into Gehenna.”” That aye in itself does not mean the place of punishment 
alone—hell, although the context may bring with it the reference thereto, is 
very clearly evident in the New Testament from Acts ii. 27, 31.7 From the 
Old Testament, compare especially Gen. xxxvil. 85. The reward and punish- 
ment in Hades is a preliminury one until the full retribution after resurrec- 
tion and judgment. The upper Paradise, which is in heaven, is not to be 
confounded with that lower one. See on 2 Cor. xii. 3 f. —év 76 adn] which 
region of Hades is meant, is shown by the context. Moreover, let it be ob- 
served that the poetry of the narrative transfers even the rich man as to his 
whole person to Hades, see ver. 24, whither he, however, comes down from 
the grave.* — érdpac t. 000. dpa ’ABp.] for ‘‘ Paradisus et Gehenna ita posita 


sufficient reason. His reason, at least,— 
that the angels elsewhere bring about the 


1 Not of the heavenly blessedness, in re- 
spect of which the xéAros’ABp. has been 


made into ‘‘sinus gratiae divinae, in quem 
Abraham pater credentium receptus est,” 
“the bosom of divine grace, in which Abra- 
ham the father of believers was received” 
(Calovius). In this way dogmatic the- 
ology is at no lossto come to terms with ex- 
egesis, maintaining that the sinus Adrahacis 
not to be understood subjectively, ‘‘ quasi ab 
Abrahamo et in ipsius sinu receptus Laza- 
rus sit,” ‘Cas if Lazarus were received by 
Abraham and in his bosom” (and this is 
nevertheless the only correct view), but ob- 
jectively, as that bosom which ‘t Abraham- 
um ceu objectum fovet in complexu suo,” 
“cherishes in its embrace Abraham as ob- 
ject.’’> Even Lechler in the Stud. u. Kit. 
1854, p. 820 f., doubts that an abode of Abra- 
ham in Hades may be meant; but without 


intercourse between earth and heaven, not 
between earth and Sheol,—is not to the pur- 
pose. For the angels have also, in the pas- 
sage before us, the service of mediation 
between heaven and earth; they are sent 
from heaven to the earth to bear Lazarus 
into Abraham’s bosom in the paradise of 
Sheol. The reveries of the later Jews about 
the angels in the lower paradise, see in 
Eisenmenger, IT. p. 809 ff. 

2 Comp. Gtider in Herzog’s Hncyklop. V. 
p. 442, and see Grotius on the passage. This 
isin opposition to West in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1858, p. 265. 

3 In view of the poetic character of these 
representations, it is very precarious (see 
Delitzsch, Bibl. Psychol. p. 429 ff.) to seek 
to gather from them anything on the con- 
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sunt, ut ex unoin alterum prospiciant,” ‘‘ Paradise and Gehenna are so situ- 
ated, that they can see from one to the other,” Midr. on Eccles. vii. 14. 
Paradise is not conceived of as higher in situation (see, on the other hand, 
ver. 26), but the rich man in his torment has not yet until now lifted up his 
eyes in order to look around him, beyond his nearest neighborhood. — év 
toi¢ KéAroc| the plural, as is often the case also in the classical writers 
since Homer. 

Ver, 24. Kai airéc] and he, on his part, as opposed to the patriarch and to 
Lazarus. —- The poetical discourse as it advances now gives us a conversation 
from the two parts of Hades,* in which, however, the prayer for the service 
of Lazarus is not on the part of the rich man continued preswmption® (Lange, 
L. J. Wl. 1, p. 394: ‘that Lazarus was to be sent on an errand for him”), 
but finds its motive simply in the fact that it is precisely Lazarus whom he 
sees reposing on Abraham’s bosom. ‘The text does not go further, but leaves 
to be felt with sufficient profundity what is the humiliating reversal of the 
relation (that the despised beggar was now to be the reviver of the rich 
man), —70 akpov 7. dax7.] even only such a smallest cooling, what a favor it 
would be to him in his glowing heat ! Lange grotesquely conjectures that 
he asks only for such a delicate touching, because he had seen Lazarus in the 
impurity of his sores. In his condition he certainly had done with such re- 
flections. —idaroc] Genitivus materiae.* 

Ver. 25. Téxvov] an address of sympathizing patriarchal love. — The em- 
phasis of the refusal lies on aré2aBec, which is hence placed first : that thou 
hast received thy good things ; there is nothing more in arrear for thee as thy 
due acquittance (see on xviii. 30), hence to thy lot cannot fall the refreshing 
craved. Compare the dréyew tyv rapakAyow, vi. 26. If the rich man had not 
used his treasures for splendor and pleasure, but charitably for others (ver. 9), 
he would, when that splendor and pleasure had passed away from him, have 
still retained as arrears in his favor the happiness which he had dispensed with. 
— ra ayahd cov] t.e., the sum of thy happiness. — duotwc] 1.€., aréAaBev ev tH Com 
avrov. —ra kaka] 7.¢., the sum of the evil, corresponding by way of contrast to 
the ra ayafé cov. Observe that abrov is not added. — viv da «.7.2.] but now, 
the reversed condition !_ He has the happiness left in arrear for him ; thou, 
the sufferings left in arrear for thee ! That Lazarus is not to be conceived 
of as simply a poor man and unfortunate, but as a piows man, who, without 
special deserving, is a suffering victim, is plain by virtue of the contrast from 
the unconverted state of the rich man, which brought him into Gehenna, 
ver. 28 ff. THe was one of those to whom applied the pakdpior of trayol x.7.2., 
vi. 21. Only this is not to be concluded from the silence of Lazarus before 
the rich man’s door and in the bosom of Abraham (Lange: ‘‘a princely 


stitution of a psychical body in the inter- 
mediate state (to give instruction on which 
subject is not at all the purpose of the nar- 
rative). Scripture (even 2 Cor. vy. 1 ff.) 
leaves us without any disclosure on this 
point ; hence all the less are we to give 
heed to declarations of clairvoyants, and 
to theosophic and other kind of specula- 


tions. 

1 For Rabbinical analogies, see in Light- 
foot, p. 864 f. 

2 Comp. also Bengel: ‘“‘ Adhuc vilipendit 
Lazarum heluo,” ‘‘ The glutton still despises 
Lazarus.” 

3 See Bernhardy, p. 168; Buttmann, Veut. 
@r. p. 148 [E. T. 170]. 
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proud, silent beggar—a humble blessed child of God without sclf-exaltation 
in the-bosom of glory”), for the chief person, and therefore the speaker, is 
the rich man. — rapaxadcirat] see on Matt. 'v. 4; 2 Thess. i. 16. The notion 
that the earthly happiness of the rich man had been the recompense for his 
tia aperyy, ‘‘some virtue on his part,” and the misery of Lazarus the pun- 
ishment for his tiva xakiav, ‘‘ some evil on his part” (Euthymius Zigabenus, 
Theophylact ; comp. Rabbins in Wetstein), is an incongruous reflection. 

Ver. 26. Eri racu robtoie] Moreover, in addition to all. Comp. iii. 20. See on 
Eph. vi. 16, and Wetstein. There follows now after the argumentum ab aequo, 
ver. 25, still the argumentum ab impossibili for the non-compliance with the 
request. — ydoua} &@ yawning chasm, cleft, frequently found in the classical 
‘writers ; comp. ydoua wéya in the LXX. 2 Sam. xviii. 17. The idea of such 
a separation between the two portions of Hades does not occur among the 
Rabbins, among whom sometimes a separating wall is mentioned, sometimes 
it is said that the intervening space is only a hand, nay, only-a thread in 
breadth. The chasm belongs to the poetical representation ; the thought is 
the unalterable separation.? — éorjpicra] is established, so that it is never 
again closed. — ézwc] purpose of the yeragh down to éor#p. — diaBqvar] pass 
over. — ujdé k.7.2.] omitting the article before éxeibev : and therewith they may 
not cross over thence tous. Thesubject is self-evident. The Recepta oi éxeidev 
would have to be explained either, with Buttmann, by supplying éiovre¢ 
diaBjvat, or as a case of attraction instead of of éxei éxeiPer.* 

Vv. 27-31. What riches lead to when they are not applied according to 
ver. 9, is shown vv. 19-26. In order, however, to escape from this perdi- 
tion while there is still time, repentance is necessary, and for this the law and 
the prophets are the appointed means (comp. vy. 16, 17) ; and, indeed, these 
are so perfectly sufficient that even the return of a dead person to life would 
not be more effectual. — Ver. 28. ézwc] Purpose of the sending; éyw.. . 
adeAd. is a parenthetic clause ; his style is pathetic. —dvawaprip.] that 
he may testify to them, to wit, of the situation in which I am placed, because 
I have not repented. "Opa s¢ bd Tic Koddoewe cic Guva'cbyow 7AOev, ‘‘ See 
how through punishment he came to a fellow-feeling,” Theophylact. — Ver. 
29. dKovodrwoar abrar| they should give heed (listen) to them | — Ver. 30. ovyi] 
nay ! they will not hear them. The echo of his own experience gained in 
the position of secure obduracy !—azé vexpar] belongs to ropevdp. — Ver. 31. 
ovde édv] not even (not at all), if. —revo¥Aoovra| not exactly equivalent 
to morebaovary, ‘* will believe” (Vulg. Euthymius Zigabenus, Luther, and 
others), but: they will be moved, will be won over, namely, to, repent.—A 
reference to the resurrection of Jesws (Olshausen), or to the manifestation 
of Elijah (Baumgarten-Crusius), is altogether remote, although the word of 
Abraham has certainly approved itself historically even in reference to the 
risen Christ. The illustration, moreover, by the example of Lazarus of Beth- 
any, who brought intelligence from Hades, and whom the Jews would have 


1See Lightfoot, p. 857; Eisenmenger, Eur. Phoen. 1599), is inappropriate. 
Lintdeckt. Judenth. I. p. 314 f. 3 Kiihner, II. p. 319. Comp. Plat. Cratyl. 
2The reference to Hesiod, Theog. 740, p. 403 D; Thue. vili. 107. 2. 
wherein Yartarus itself is a xéona (comp. 
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killed, John xii. 10, is not to the point (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus). ai 


Notes py American Eprror. 


CXIX. Vy. 1-13. The Parable of the Unjust Steward. 


To the literature Weiss ed. Mey. adds only : Goebel in the Stud. u Krit. 1875, 
3. 4. 

Regarding the parable as probably derived from Luke’s ‘‘main source,” the 
same author fails to find any connection with what precedes, objecting to 
Meyer’s suggestion of the sequence of discourses. 

In the interpretation Weiss differs from Meyer : ‘‘The parable teaches, from 
the conduct of a child of this world, who according to his nature is specially 
skilful in spending earthly goods and therewith does not avoid that dishonesty 
which is peculiar to children of this world (see on ver. 8), the true prudence 
in the use of riches, i.e., how His disciples should use earthly goods in order 
to enter into the Messiah’s kingdom. All other interpretations rest upon arbi- 
trary allegorizing, the varied multiplicity of which in connection with this very 
parable shows how it cannot reduce it to a certain exposition. To this also 
belongs the interpretation of Meyer, according to which the dv0pwroc rAotatog 
is Mammon and the oixovdéuoc are the uadyrai, That to the money-loving Phari- 
sees (ver. 14), on account of their mode of life turned away to earthly things, 
these appeared as spendthrifts of earthly possessions, and now, before Mammon 
entirely withdrew from them their possessions (i.e., left them in poverty), 
should secure for themselves an eternal provision through the benevolent use of 
riches, cannot be represented by the parable. In it the steward does not appear 
as wasteful, but he is so (see on ver. 3), and is expressly described as unright- 
eous (ver. 8), because he acts prudently indeed in his own interest, but does not 
desire to benefit his lord’s creditors. Mammon, however, cannot be the lord in 
the parable, because to him neither through the alleged waste nor through this 
benevolent use does an injustice occur, which the parable assumes. And even 
if this were the case, Jesus could not teach that one should deceive an unjust 
master for a good end (comp. Lahmeyer, p. 19).’’ So faras Weiss interprets in 
detail, he agrees rather with the usual view. It seems best to indicate in the 
text the particular points with which he agrees. 


CXX. Ver. 1. avSpwro¢g . . .rAoboroc. 

Godet also explains this phrase as representing God, the steward referring to 
the possessor of earthly wealth. <‘‘In relation to his neighbor, every man may 
be regarded as the proprietor of his goods ; but in relation to God no one is 
more than a tenant. This great and simple thought, by destroying the right of 
property relatively to God, gives it its true basis in the relation between man 
and man. Every man should respect the property of his neighbor, just because 
it is not the latter’s property, but that of God, who has entrusted it to him”’ 
(Luke, p. 383, Am. ed.). 

Despite Meyer’s objections this view seems preferable. It has certainly 
found more currency than any other and presents fewer difficulties. The in- 
terpretation of vy. 8 and9 remains difficult, whatever view is taken of the per- 
sonages in the parable. 


31 
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CXXI. Ver. 3. ére . . . apaspeira. 


Weiss ed. Mey. regards the dismissal not as “the near and certain result,’’ 
but as having already occurred (ver. 2) ; hence érv, in his view, is to be rendered 


as usual: ‘“‘ because.” But ver. 4 indicates that the dismissal was still future. 
The R. V., with its rendering: ‘‘ seeing that,” seems to suggest Meyer’s inter- 
pretation. Comp. the apt rendering of the next clause: ‘‘I have not strength 
to dig.” 


CXXII. Ver. 5. rav ypewderdeT av. 


These may have been merchants and others, who obtained supplies on credit 
from the steward, making reckoning after sales (so de Wette, Godet, Weiss). 


. CXXIII. Ver. 8. eic¢ tAv yevedy trav EavT av. 

Weiss ed. Mey. differs here from Meyer, and, in answer to the objection 
that our Lord uses something blameworthy as a means of instruction (de Wette), 
remarks : ‘‘ He gives, not an example, but a parable, the materia] of which is 
taken from a sphere suiting His purpose.’’ He thinks the only correct concep- 
tion of the parable leaves out of view the immorality of the steward’s conduct, 
and concerns only the prudence, ‘“‘ which naturally should be exercised in the 
sphere of righteousness, as that of the steward was in the sphere of unright- 
eousness, . . . Meyer’s insisting on the representation of an unfaithfulness 
(toward Mammon), in accordance with duty, is still a remnant of false allegoriz- 
ing that, as respects the parable, cannot be carried out, and, further, compels us 
to interpolate in ver. 11 an antithesis of faithfulness toward God, which is at 
the same time unfaithfulness toward Mammon, of which there is no hint iu 
the text.’” These objections are of great weight. Few expositors have accepted 
Meyer’s peculiar explanation. His interpretation of ¢i/ouc as ‘* angels’’ seems 
unnecessary. 

CXXIV. Vv. 10-12. Application of Parable. 


If Meyer’s view of the parable be rejected, it will be necessary to modify his 
explanation of these verses, especially in the reference to Mammon. Weiss ed. 
Mey. properly insists that there is no thought of unfaithfulness to Mammon (as 
represented by the rich man in the parable). As there is no direct indication of 
connection with what precedes, Weiss ‘‘surmises that here there has fallen out 
the second member of a pair of parables which treated of prudence and faithful- 
ness in the use of earthly possessions, namely, the basis of Matt. xxv. 14-30, 
parallel with Luke xix. 12-27.”’ But apparent want of connection here hardly 
justifies a discovery of it in those passages. 


CXXYV. Ver. 12. év tw adrorpiw. 

“* Harthly wealth is held in trust; the true riches are described as ‘your 
own.’ Wealth can never form a part of our being, is never permanently in our 
possession : we can have the use of it, yet in no true sense ownit. But that 
which God gives to us as true riches will form a part of our eternal being, is 
our inalienable possession” (Inter. Rev. Commentary, Luke, p. 242). Godet says 
God is the real owner of our earthly possessions, hence the term here used. 
Weiss ed. Mey. objects that spiritual possessions are also God’s. He thinks 
the term is used because earthly possessions belong to ‘‘this world” and 
will disappear with it. All explanations must agree in defining earthly 
wealth as ‘‘that which is another’s,’’ : 
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CXXVI. Ver. 13. ovdete otxéryce k.7.2. 


This saying of our Lord probably became proverbial in His discourses, 
_ though Weiss ed. Mey. thinks.it was inserted in the Sermon on the Mount from 
this place. The connection is not difficult : if we use what is another’s (earthly 
wealth) unfaithfully we become the servants of Mammon, become servants of 
that of which we assume to be owners, 


CXXVII. Vy. 14-18. 


The connection in these verses is difficult to trace. Hence Weiss ed. Mey. 
finds a mosaic: the substance is taken, he thinks, from Luke’s peculiar 
‘“«source,’’ but ver. 14 is inserted by the Evangelist to connect what follows 
with the Pharisees, while vv, 16-18 are from the common source, the true posi- 
tion being indicated in the first Gospel. He also speaks of Luke’s thus finding 
*‘ opportunity to limit reciprocally two apparently contradictory sayings of 
Jesus, and to explain them by the following parable.” Against all this Godet’s 
remarks holds good: ‘‘ A discourse invented by the Evangelist would not have 
failed to present an evident logical connection as much as the discourses which 
Livy or Xenophon put into the mouth of their heroes. The very brokenness 
suffices to prove that the discourse was really held and existed previously to 
the narrative” (Luke, p. 389, Am. ed.). 


OXXVIII, Ver. 18. mae 6 aroatwv, .7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. also regards the verse as used by Luke ‘‘allegorically ” with 
reference to the relation to the law and the new ordinance of God’s kingdom 
(comp. Rom. vii. 1-3). ‘Whoever on account of the latter separates himself 
from the former commits in God’s sight the sin of adultery, just as he who, 
after God has loosed from the law through the proclamation of the kingdom of 
God, desires to continue the old relation. The former sins against ver. 17, the 
latter against ver. 16.’’ Of this there is not ‘‘the slightest hint in the text.” It 
is far safer to say that we do not know what there was in the moral status of 
the audience which gave to this example from the law its appropriateness, than 
to allegorize in this fashion. Weiss too is especially hostile to allegorizing in 
other cases. 


OXXIX. Ver. 21. GAAd kai of Kbvec K.T.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. does not admit either the view of aggravation or that of com- 
passion. ‘‘ Both the contrast (44/4) and the accumulation (ka/) seem to me suf- 
ficiently explained, when it is assumed that he who, like a dog, lurked before 
the door for the remnants of the table (Matt, xv. 27), was also treated by the 
unclean beasts as their equal,” 


CXXX. Ver. 22. dreveySjrvat adrov br6 Tov ayyéhov. 


Meyer’s view, that the whole person of Lazarus is meant, is rejected by Weiss 
as ‘simply opposed to the context.” He thinks the burial of the beggar is not 
mentioned possibly because he was not buried, but chiefly ‘‘ because with the 
higher honor which occurs to him through the angels the transformation of 
his fate begins.” / 
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CHAPTER XVit 


Ver. 1. [Quite unusually the Rec. here omits airov, which is attested by the 
best uncials and versions, accepted by all recent editors.] Instead of rov py 
Elz. [not Stephens] has merely u7. But rov is decisively attested. Tischen- 
dorf has the arrangement Tov Td ox. uy éA0., following B L X &; the usual order 
of the words was favored because of Matt. xvili. 7. — ova? dé] B D L 8, min. 
vss. Lachm. have Av oval. [Treg. text., W. and Hort, R. V.] From Matt. xviii. 
7.-— Ver. 2. wtdog dvixds] B D L &, min. vss., including Vulg. It., have Ai@o¢ 
pvatkoc. Recommended by Griesbach, adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; the 
Recepta is from Matt. xviii. 6. [Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with 8* B 
L, place éva after tojrwyv.] — Ver. 3. dé] is wanting in BD L X 8, min. vss., 
also Vulg. It. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. A 
connective addition, in accordance with Matt. xviii. 15, from which place, 
moreover, sig of is intruded, in Elz. Scholz, after aduapry. — Ver. 4. deaprn| 
Decisive authorities have duaptyon. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. 
and Tisch. ; dudpty is a mechanical repetition from ver. 3.— The second rie 
#uépuc has such important evidence against it, that Rinck, Lachm. Tisch. have 
rightly deleted it. An exegetical addition to balance the previous clause.— 
After éxiotpéy Elz. adds émi cé. In any case wrong; since AB DL XA, 
min. Clem. have zpéc ce (approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.), 
while EHF GH K MS U VIA, min. vss. Or. Dam. have nothing at all (so 
Griesb. Matth. Scholz). xpd¢ ce is preponderatingly attested ; it was variously 
supplied (é7i, ei) when passed over as superfluous. — Ver. 6. Instead of eiyere 
there is stronger evidence in favor of éyere (so Tisch.) ; the former is an emen- 
dation. — Ver. 7. [Recent editors, with Tisch., 8 B D L, Copt., Vulg., add 
wiv» after épei, This reading favors the connection of ev@éw¢ with what follows. | 
— dvareca:] Between this form and avdzece (Matth. Lachm. Tisch. [recent edi- 
tors, with 8 B D, and others]), the authorities are very much divided. The 
former was corrected by the latter as in xiv. 10. — Ver. 9. éxeivw] is not found 
in decisive witnesses ; deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition for the sake 
of more precise statement, which, moreover, is accomplished in Elz. by adding 
avT@ atter drarayO. — ov doko] is wanting in BL X &, min. Copt. Arm: Aeth, 
Vere, Cypr. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort, 
R. V., but not by Weiss]. But how easily might the following ofrw become an 
oceasion for the omission! For the addition just of these supertiuous and yet 
peculiar words there was no reason. — Ver. 10. The second 67: is wanting in A 
BDL &, min. Slav. Vulg. It. Or. and other Fathers. Suspected by Griesb., delet- 
ed by Lachm. and Tisch. A connective addition. — Ver. 11. dvd puécov] D has 
merely uéoov, which, dependent on dijpyero, is to be considered as an exegetic 
marginal note. The yécov written on the margin occasioned the readings dd 
pécov (BL &, 28, Lachm.), which usus loquendi is foreign to the New Testament, 
and avd pécov (i. 18. 69, al.). [Tisch. VIII., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., have dua 
péoov, and with 8 BL, omit airdév after wopeveolar. — Ver. 21. Tisch., W. and 


CHAP. XVII., 1-4, 485 


Hort, Weiss, R. V., with % BL, omit the second idod.] — Ver. 23. Before the 
second idot Elz. Scholz, Lachm. have 7, but in opposition to B D K L X I, 
min. Slav. Vulg. ms. Theophylact. An addition, according to the analogy of 
Matt. xxiv. 23. Tisch. has the arrangement idod éxei, idod Gde, following B L, 
Copt. [so recent editors, R. V.], and in any case it occurred more naturally to 
the transcribers, partly on its own account, partly following ver. 21 and Matt. 
xxiv. 23, to place dde first. — Ver. 24. [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 
S BL, etc., omit 7 after dorpari.]— After éoras Elz. has cai; bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. A very easily occurring addition (comp. ver. 26), 
which has preponderating evidence against it. Comp. on Matt. xxiv. 27. — év 
TH Hepa avrov] is, indeed, deleted by Lachm., but is wanting only in B D, 229, 
codd. of It., and is to be maintained. [W. and Hort, R. V. marg., omit.] If ithad 
been added, év 79 rapovoia aitov would have been written, according to Matt. 
xxiv. 27, and this would have had not merely a few (248, codd. of It. Ambr.), 
but preponderating authorities, The omission may easily have arisen by means 
of the homoeoteleuton dvOpax0Y . . . aitOY. — Ver. 27. éeyauifovto] Lachm. 
Tisch., on preponderating evidence, have éyayitovro. Rightly ; the former is a 
kind of gloss, following Matt. xxiv. 38. —[Ver. 28. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., 
with 8 BL, Vulg., read xaOdc, instead of wai dc¢.] — Ver. 30. Here also, as at 
vi. 23, rd avrd is to be read, in accordance with B D K X II 8** min. — [Ver. 
33. There are a number of variations. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read zepr- 
nmojoac#at (with B L), as unusual, and, with & BD, 1, 33, omit the second 
avtnv.] — Ver. 34 f. The articles before cic and before pia in Elz. Tisch. (the 
second also in Scholz, Lachm.) have such strong evidence against them, that 
they appear to have been added, according to the analogy of 6 érepoc and 7 érépa, 
[Tisch. VIII. omits the first, but retains the second.]— After ver. 35 Elz. 
Scholz [R. V. marg.] have (ver. 36) : Avo écovtat év TO aypa 6 ele Taparndoiyaerat, 
k. 6 étepog dgeAyo. Against such decisive evidence, that we cannot suppose an 
omission occasioned by the homoeoteleuton (Scholz), but an interpolation from 
Matt. xxiv. 24. — cuvayOyjoovra oi aetoi] Tisch. has kai of detol éexiovvaySyoovra, 
on very important evidence. [So recent editors, R. V.] The Recepta is from 
Matt. xxiv. 28. 


Vv. 1-4. The Pharisees (xvi. 14) are despatched and dismissed (xvi. 
15-81), and Jesus now again turns Himself, as at xvi. 1, to His disciples, 
and that with an instruction and admonition in reference to cKavdaaa, a sub- 
ject which He approached the more naturally that it was precisely the con- 
duct of the Pharisees which had occasioned the entire set of discourses (xv. 2), 
and especially had introduced the last portion (xvi. 14), that was of a very 
offensive nature to the disciples of Jesus, and might become injurious to 
their moral judgment and behavior. Comp. already Theophylact. The 
course of the previous discourse therefore still goes on, and it is unfair to 
Luke to deny to the formula eize 62 «.7.4. the attestation of the point of 
time, and to maintain that there is no connection with the entire section, vv. 
1-10 (de Wette, Holtzmann ; comp. Michaelis, Paulus, Kuinoel). [See Note 
CXXXL., p. 495.] — The contents of vv. 1-4 are of sucha kind that these 
sayings, especially in a dissimilar form, might be used several times on 
various occasions (comp. Matt. xviii. 7, 6, 15, 21 f.), In the form in which 
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Luke gives them, he found them in his original source of the journey.*— 
dvévdextov gots] equivalent to oi évdéyerat, xiii. 88, not preserved elsewhere 
than in Gregor. Cor. and Artem. Oneir. ii. 70.2 — rod pu éA0eiv] the genitive 
dependent on the neuter adjective used as a substantive (Kiihner, I. p. 122): 
the impossible (impossibility) of their not coming occurs. Winer views it 
otherwise, p. 293 [E. T. 828]. — Avovreded abré, ei] it is profitable for him, @f. 
In what follows observe the perfects, cast around, and he is thrown, by which 
the matter is declared as completed, and in its completion is made present. 
—w] as xv. 7. —iva] than to deceive, t.e., than if he remained alive to deceive. 
The being drowned is here conceived of as before the completion of the de- 
ceiving. ' Matthew has it otherwise, xviii. 6. —rév puxpdv totter] pointing 
to those present, not, however, children (Bengel and others), but disciples, 
who were still feeble, and therefore easily led astray,—little ones among 
the disciples, beginners and simple ones. [See critical note.] According to 
xy. 1, 2, it isto be supposed that some of them at least were converted pub- 
licans and sinners. To explain the expression from Matt. xviii. 6 or x. 42 
is not allowable, since there it has in its connection a reason for its inser- 
tion, which does not occur here. [See Note CXXXI., p. 495.]— Ver. 8. 
‘“ Considering that offences against the weak are thus inevitable and pun- 
ishable, I warn you: Be on guard for yourselves, take care of yourselves lest 
offences occur in your own circle.” Jn what way especially such offences are 
to be avoided, the following exhortation then declares, to wit, by indefati- 
gable forgiving love, by that disposition therefore which was, in fact, so 
greatly wanting to the Pharisees, that they could murmur, as at xv. 2. — 
dudptn| shall have committed « fault, namely, against thee, which the context 
proves by dgec atré and ver. 4, —éruitip. atte] censure him, éxizdnov adeAdixoe 
te Kal duopSarixec, ‘rebuke both fraternally and correctingly,” Euthymius 
Zigabenus. Comp. 2 Tim. iv. 2. —émorpén] a graphic touch, shall have 
turned round, t.e., shall have come back to thee (xpé¢ ce belongs to this). He 
has previously turned away from him, and departed. — The representation 
by means of éxrdkc k.r.A. (comp. Ps. cxix. 164) finds its justification in its 
purpose, to wit, to lay stress upon forgiveness as incapable of being wearied out ; 
hence we are not to think of the possible want of principle of such an 
offender, nor to regard the expression either as a misunderstanding (Mi- 
chaelis) or as a transformation from Matt. xviii. 21 f. (de Wette, Weiss). 
Whether ver. 4 stood in the Logia after Matt. xviii. 15 is an open question, 
at least it does not form the necessary pre-supposition of Matt. xviii. 21. 
Vy. 5, 6. At the conclusion of the whole of the great set of discourses, 
now at length appear separately the Twelve (oi axdotoAo, not to be identified 
with the waSyraic in general, ver. 1, xvi. 1) with a special request. [See Note 
CXXXII., p. 495.] They feel that the moral strength of their faith in 


1 According to Holtzmann (comp. Weisse), would be that return, which still would not 
Luke attempts the return to Mark ix. 42 be carried out! Comp. Weiss in the Jahrd. 
(Matt. xviii. 6), but finds the assertions of SJ. D. Theol. 1864, ‘pd. 101. 


Mark ix. 43-47 “‘too glaring and paradoxi- 2The expression évsexrév éote Occurs in 
cal.” But these assertions werevalready Apollonius, de Constr. p. 181, 10, de Adv. 
from the Logia too widely known and cur- pp, 544, 1. , 


rent for this; and how wanting in motive 


’ 
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Jesus, 7.¢., just the loving power of their faith, is not great enough for that 
great task which is just set them at ver. 4, and ask openly, and with entire 
confidence in His divine spiritual power, Give us more faith, 7.¢., stronger 
energetic faith ! It is addition in the sense of intensifying the quality. To 
suppose @ want of connection (Paulus, Schleiermacher, de Wette, Holtzmann), 
would be justifiable only if it were necessary for xioric to mean belief in 
miracles (comp. Matt. xvii. 20); but this the answer in nowise requires. The 
answer, ver. 6, says: ‘‘ This your prayer shows that faith (which Jesus, 
indeed, conceives of in the ideal sense, as it ought to be) is still wholly want- 
ing to you! If you had it even only in very small measure, instead of find- 
ing obedience to that rule too difficult, ye would undertake and see accom- 
plished that even which appears impossible (which requires the highest 
moral power and strength).” According to the reading éyere (see the 
critical remarks) the idea changes. In the protasis the relation is simply 
stated, but the apodosis is conditioned by the idea that that which is stated 
is not, however, actually present.* — ixfxovoev] not again imperfect, but aorist: 
ye would say, . . . and it would have obeyed you (immediately even upon 
your saying).? [See Note CXXXIIL., p. 495.] 

Vv. 7-10. To such efficiency will faith bring you, but guard yourselves 
withal from any claim of your own meritoriousness ! Thus, instead of an 
immediate fulfilment of their prayer, ver. 5, as conceived by them, Jesus, 
by the suggestion, quite as humbling as it was encouraging, that is contained 
in ver. 6, and by the warning that is contained in ver. 7 ff., opens up to 
His disciples the way on which He has to lead them in psychological devel- 
opment to the desired increase of faith. Here also Maldonatus, Kuinoel, de 
Wette, Neander, Bleek, Holtzmann [Godet, Weiss] deny the connection. — 
d¢ «.7.4.] éort is to be supplied before.— ebféuc] is connected by Erasmus, 
Beza, Calvin, de Wette, Bleek, and others with épei. But that it belongs 
to what follows (Luther, Bengel, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Ewald [Treg., 
W. and Hort, R. V.], and others) is indicated in the context by pera ravra 
odyeom k.T.A., Which is the opposite of etbévc maperd. avareca. As to avdrecat, 
see on xiv. 10. — Ver. 8. aaw obyi «.7.A.] but will he not say to him? daira re- 
fers to the negative meaning of the foregoing question.*— éu¢ ¢dywx.t.A] until 
T shall have eaten and drunk, so long must the dcaxoveiy last.— gdyecae x. rheoac] 
futures. See Winer, pp. 81, 82 [H. T. 88, 89]. — Ver 9. ux yape Exer] still 
he does not feel thankful to the servant, does he ? which would be the case if 
the master did not first have himself served.4—ré d:atayd.] the ploughing 


1 Comp. on 2 Cor. xi. 4; Ktihner, ad Xen. 
Anab. vii. 6.15. Otherwise Buttmann in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 483: ‘‘ Ye ask for an 
increase of your faith? Have ye then not 
enough? Verily, and if ye only had faith 
as a grain of mustard seed, ye would be 
able, if ye wished (i.e., if ye had confidence 
in your own faith,—the courage of faith, — 
or made the right use of your faith), to say 
to this fig tree,’ ete. But Me if ye would” 
is interpolated ; the av with éAéyere simply 


signifies: in a case that may happen if the 
ease of such a miraculous transplantation 
were supposed. 

2 Comp. Xen. Anabd. v. 8. 138. On the mul- 
berry tree, see Pliny, V. Z. xiii. 14; Dioscor, 
1. 182. 

3 See Kriiger, ad Anab. ii. 1. 10; Kiihner, 
ad Mem. i. 2. 2. 

4On ydépw ever, comp. 1 Tim. i. 12; itis 
purely classical, Bremi, ad Lys. p. 152. 
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or tending. — Ver. 10. oir xa? bucic x.7.A.] like the slave, to whom no thanks 
are due. We are not to supply éoré after iueic.— aypeior] unprofitable slaves.* 
The point of view of this predicate? is, according to the context (see what 
follows), this, that the profit does not begin until the servant goes beyond 
his obligation. If he do Jess than his obligation, he is hurtful ; if he come 
up to his duty, it is true he has caused no damage, but stillneither has he 
achieved any positive ypefa, and must hence acknowledge himself a dovAo¢ 
aypeioc, Who as being such has no claims tomake on his Lord for praise 
andreward. Judged by this ethical standard, the ypeia lies beyond the point 
of duty, for the coming up to this point simply averts the damage which, 
arising from the defect of performance, would otherwise accrue. The im- 
possibility, however, even of coming up to this point not only excludes all 
opera supererogativa, but, moreover, cutting off all merit of works, forms the 
ethical foundation of justification by faith. The meaning ‘‘ worthless” (J. 
Miiller, vo. d. Siinde, I. p. 74) is not the signification of the word (any 
more than in LXX. 2 Sam. vi. 22, Daw), but it follows at once from this. 
Moreover, the passage before us does not stand in contradiction to xii. 37, 
since the absence of merit on the part of man, by which Jesus here desires 
to humble him, does not exclude the divine reward of grace, by which in 
xii. 87 He encourages him. It is incorrect to say that Jesus promised to 
His disciples no other reward than that which is found in the fulfilment of 
duty itself (Schenkel). 

Vv. 11-19. The great discussion from xv. 1 onwards is now concluded. 
Now, before proceeding with his narration, Luke first gives into the reader’s 
hands again the thread of the account of the journey (comp. ix. 51, xiii. 22). 
[See Note CXXXIV., p. 495 seq.] According to de Wette, indeed, this 
is a confused reminiscence of the journey, and according to Schleiermacher 
an original introductory formula left standing by the compiler. — kai airéc] 
As to kai, see on v. 12. airée: he on his part, independently of other 
travellers to the festival who were wont to travel direct through Samaria, 
Joseph. Antt. xx. 6. 1. — did péoov Sapap. x. Tarcd.| According to the usage 
of zéoov (with or without an article, see Sturz, Zev. Xen. III. p. 120) with 
a genitive, this may mean either through the midst of Samaria and Galilee,® 
or through the strip of country forming the common boundary of Samaria and 
Galilee, t.e., between the two countrics on the borders.‘ The former (Vulg. 
and many others, including de Wette) is opposed to the context, since 
Samaria is named jirst, but the ropetecdar ec ‘Iepovoadgyu led first through 


1 Comp. Xen. Alem. i. 2.54: 6 te axperov 7 
Kal avers. On the contemptuous meaning, 


unprofitable servant, Matt. xxv. 30; happy, 
who calls himself so. ... Even angels can 


see Lobeck, ad Aj. 745. 

2 Otherwise Matt. xxv. 30. The different 
reference in the two passages is explained 
from the relative nature of the conception. 
Bengel aptly says: ‘‘ Miser est, quem Dom- 
jnus servum inutilem appellat Matt. xxv. 
80; beatus, qui se ipse.... Etiam angeli 
possunt se servos inutiles appellare Dei,” 
““He is miserable, whom the Lord calls an 


call themselves unprofitable servants of 
God.” 

Siv. 380; Jer. xxxvii. 4; Amos y. 17; 
Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 23. 

#So0 Xen. Anad. i. 4. 4: dua péoouv (in the 
midst through between the two walls) S& pet 
TovTwy motauds; Plat. Leg. vii. p. 805 BH. 
Comp. ava wéoov, Hzek. xxii. 26; Judg. xy. 
4; 1 Kings v. 12. 


CHAP. XVII., 11-19. 489 
Galilee.* No; according to Luke, Jesus Himself journeyed in the midst, be- 
tween (‘‘in confinio,” ‘‘in the borders,” Bengel), through the two countries, 
so that He kept on the boundary, having before Him on the south Samaria, 
on the north Galilee.* His direction is to be regarded as from west to east, 
as in xviii. 35 He comes into the neighborhood of Jericho. Now as Jericho 
is situated not far from the Jordan, but Luke says nothing of any passing 
over to Peraea (nevertheless Wetstein assumes this crossing over, which is 
said to have occurred at Scythopolis, so also Lichtenstein, p. 318), it is 
thus, according to Luke, to be assumed that Jesus journeyed across on the 
boundary of Samaria and Galilee eastward as far as the Jordan, and then 
passing downwards on the Jordan reached Jericho. [See Note CXXXIV., 
p- 495 seq.] A disagreement with Matthew and Mark, who make Him jour- 
ney through Peraea. See on Matt. xix. 1.— That Sayapeiac is named first, has 
its natural reason in the previous statement of the direction «ic ‘Iepovc., in ac- 
cordance with which, in mentioning the borders, Luke has first of all in 
view the forward movement corresponding to this direction. The narrative 
contained in ver. 12 ff. Luke has not ‘‘constructed out of tradition” 
(Holtzmann), but has borrowed it from his source of the journey. —déka] of 
évvéa wiv "Lovdaiot qoav, 6 dé cig Yawapeityc’ 7 Kowwvia 08 TH¢ vécov Tére cuVvASpocev 
avtods akobaavrac, bre dvépxera 6 Xpiotéc, ‘* The nine were Jews, but the one a 
Samaritan : and the fellowship of disease then gathered them when they 
heard that Christ was passing through,” Euthymius Zigabenus. — réppoder] 
Ly ToAm@vtTec éyytoa, ‘not daring to draw near” (Theophylact)—to wit, as 
being unclean, to whom closer intercourse with others was forbidden (Lev. 
xiii. 46; Num. y. 2f.).*— Ver. 13. airot] they on their part took the initiative. 
— Ver. 14. idév] when He had looked upon them, had His attention first di- 
rected to them by their cry for help. — ropevSévrec x.7.2.] for on the road their 
leprosy was to disappear ; see what follows, where indeed Paulus, in spite of 
the év 76 irayew (which is made to mean: when they agreed to go!), interprets 
éxavapios., they were declared to be not infectious ! — roic iepevor| the Samaritan 
to be inspected and declared clean must go to a Samaritan priest. — Ver. 15. 
iddv, bre t49y] even before his coming to the priest,* who had therefore 
communicated to him no remedy Qn opposition to Paulus).— Ver. 16. x. 


1 According to this understanding Jesus 2See also Wetstein, Schleiermacher, 


must have journeyed, not southwards, but 
northwards, which Paulus and Olshausen 
actually suppose, understanding it of a 
subordinate journey from Ephraim (John 
xi. 54). But this is totally opposed to the 
direction (eis ‘Iepovc.) specified in the con- 
text, in respect of which Jesus is wrongly 
transferred already at x. 38 to Bethany. 
See on ix. 51. Schleiermacher’s view of 
this passage is altogether untenable, as 
well as that of de Wette, according to 
whom (comp. Strauss, II. p. 202) the notice 
is only intended to explain the presence of 
a Samaritan, and therefore Sapapeias is put 
first. As though Luke would have written 
in such a thoughtless mechanical fashion ! 


Bleek [Godet, Weiss ed. Mey.], Hofmann, 
Weissag. u. Hrfill. I. p. 113; Lange, LZ. J. 
Il. 2, p. 1065. 

3 See on Mark i. 48, and the relative Rab- 
binical regulations in Lightfoot, Schoettgen, 
and Wetstein. 

4Tf the Samaritan had first been to the 
priest (Calvin, Schleiermacher), Jesus could 
not have put the question which He asks at 
ver. 17 f., since the nine Jews had a much 
farther journey to the priests. The return 
of the Samaritan is to be conceived of as 
very soon after the departure, so that the 
whole scene took place while still in the 
village, 
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abroc Hv Sapuapsir.] andas for him, hewas a Samaritan (by way of distinction 
from the rest). This is made use of (Strauss, IL. p 53 f.) for the view 
that the entire narrative is woven together from traditions of the healings 
of leprosy and from parables which recorded Samaritan examples. This 
audacious scepticism is emulated by Hichthal, II. p. 285 f.— Ver. 17. of 
déxa] all the ten ; oi évvéa, the remaining nine. See Kiibner, Il. p. 135 f. — 
Ver. 18. ovy ebpéd. x.7.2.] have they not been found as returning, etc.? Comp. 
on Matt. i. 18. —76 Je6] who through me has accomplished their cure. 
Comp. ver. 15. Proper gratitude to God does not detract from him who is 
the medium of the benefit. Comp. ver. 16.— 6 dAoyevgc] heightens the 
guilt of the nine. The word does not occur in classical Greek ; often in 
the LXX. and the Apocrypha, especially of Gentiles. The Greeks use 
aAAdovioc, ahdoedvAc. The Samaritans were of foreign descent, on account of 
their Cuthaic blood. Comp. on Matt. x. 5 ; 2 Kings xvii. 24.— Ver. 19. 
Jesus dismisses the thankful one, giving him, however, to understand what 
was the cause of his deliverance—a germ for the further development of his 
inner life! Thy faith (in my divine power, ver. 15) hath delivered thee. 
This faith had not yet the specific Messianic substance ; as yet, Jesus to 
him was only a divine, miraculously powerful teacher. See ver. 13. 

Vv. 20, 21. What follows, and indeed as far as xviii. 30, still belongs to 
these border villages, ver.12. It is not till xviii. 31 that the further journey 
is intimated, on which, at xviii. 35, follows the approach to Jericho. — To 
consider the question of the Pharisees as a mocking one (Theophylact, 
Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Paulus, Kuinoel, and others), is unfounded. 
According to the analogy of other Pharisaic questions, and according to the 
indirect manner of the answer of Jesus, an intention to tempt Him is rather 
to be supposed. They wished to perplex Him, since He represented Himself 
by words and (as just at thismoment) by deeds as the Messiah, by the prob- 
lem, When is the kingdom of Messiah coming ?— wera raparnphoewc] pera 
of accompanying circumstances (Bernhardy, p. 255) : under observation, é.e., 
the coming of the Messiah’s kingdom is not so conditioned that this coming 
could be observed as a visible development, or that it could be said, in conse- 
quence of such observation, that here or there is the kingdom. See what 
follows. The coming is arapat#pyrov—it develops itself wnnoticed. This 
statement, however, does not deny that the kingdom %s a thing of the future 
(Ewald : ‘as something which should first come in the future, as a won- 
derful occurrence, and for which men must first be on the watch”), but only 
that in its approach 7 will meet the eye. In the signification of watching and 
waiting for, rapathpyow would convey the idea of malice (insidiosa observatio, 
‘finsidious observation,” Polybius, xvi. 22. 8) ; but in the further descrip- 
tive ovdé (not even) épovow «.7.4., 18 implied only the denial of the visibility of 
the event which, developing itself (‘‘ gradatim et successive,” ‘ gradually 
and successively,” Bengel), might be able to be observed (comp. raparhpnorc 
tov dotpwov, Diod. Sic. i. 28). But if the advent of the kingdom happens in 
such a manner that it cannot be subjected to human observation, it is there- 
by at the same time asserted that neither can any limited point of time when 
it shall come (rére, ver. 20) be specified. The idea: with pomp (Beza, 
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Grotius, Wetstein, comp. Kuinoel and others), conveys more than the 
text, which, moreover, does not indicate any reference to heathenish 
astrology or augury (Lange). — oid2 épotoiw] Grotius aptly says : ‘non erit 
quod dicatur,” ‘‘it will not be because it may be said.” *— idod yap] a lively 
and emphatic repetition of the idot at the beginning of the argument 
urged against them. This, as well as the repetition of the subject, 7 
faoctr. t. Gcod, bas in it something solemn. — évri¢ inov] the contrary of 
ixtéc, t£u: intra vos, in your circle, in the midst of you.? So Euthymius Zi- 
zabenus, Beza, Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel [R. V. marg.], and others, 
including Kuinoel, Paulus, Schleiermacher, Fleck in Winer’s Hzeg. Stud. I. 
p- 150 ff., Bornemann, Kaeuffer, de Gufc ai. not. p. 51, de Wette, Ewald, 
Bleek, Hofmann, Schriftbew. Il. 2, p. 146. In the midst of them the 
Messianic kingdom was, so far as He, the Messiah, was and worked (comp. 
xi. 20 ; Matt. xii. 28) among them (yécoc tudv, John i. 26). For where He was 
ind worked, He, the legitimate King and Bearer of the kingdom, ordained 
thereto of the Father (xxii. 29), there was the Messianic kingdom (which 
was to be formally and completely established at the Parousia) in its temporal 
development, like the seed, the grain of mustard seed, the leaven, etc. 
Rightly, therefore, does Jesus argue (ydp) from the évrdc tudv éore that it 
comes unnoticed, and not in an appearance to be observed, wherein He cer- 
tainly evades the point of the Pharisaic question which referred to the 
currently expected appearing of the kingdom (comp. ix. 27, xxi. 28) in so far 
as the Zpyecha:, which He means refers to the development in time; an 
evasion, however, which was fully calculated to make them feel the impu- 
dent prying spirit of the question they had started, and to bring near to the 
questioners the highest practical necessity in respect of the coming of the 
kingdom (the perception of the Messiah who was already in the midst of 
them). If others* have explained évric tuav by in animis vestris, in your 
souls” (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Vatablus, and 
others, including Ch. F. Fritzsche in Rosenmiiller, Repert. Il. p. 154 ff., 
Olshausen, Gléckler, Schaubach in the Stud. u. Krit. 1845, p. 169 f£., 
KGstlin, Hilgenfeld, Schegg [Godet]), there is, it is true, no objection to be 
raised on the score of grammar;* but it is decidedly opposed to this that iuav 
refers to the Pharisees, in whose hearts nothing certainly found a place less 
than did the ethical kingdom of God,’ as well as the fact that the idea itself 
—to wit, of the kingdom of God, as of an ethical condition in the internal 
nature of the Ego (‘‘ a divine-human heart-phenomenon,” Lange)—is modern, 
not historico-biblical (not even contained in Rom. xiv. 17; 1 Cor. iv. 20; 
Col. i. 13). 


1Qn the more definite future after the 
more general present, see Dissen, ad Dem. 
de Cor. p. 368 f. 

2 Comp. Xen. Anab.i. 10. 3: ordca évtos 
aura Kal xphpata Kat avipwror eyivovto ; Tell. 
i138. 19> Thue. yil.. 5.3; Dem. 977. 7; Plat. 
Leg. vii. p. 189 A: évtos tov éavtov pytépwv | 
Aelian, J/ist. ii. 5. 15. 

2So also Lange, Z. J. II. 2, p. 1089, yet 
blending with it the other explanation. 


4 Comp. Plat. Tim. p. 45 B, Soph. p. 263, 
Pol. iii. p. 401 D; Ps. xxxviii. 4, cix. 22, ciii. 
1; Ecclus. xix. 23; Matt. xxiii. 26. 

5 Quite opposed to the words of the pas- 
sage is the evasion of Olshausen, that the 
expression only establishes the posstbilily of 
the reception of the Pharisees into the king- 
dom, inasmuch as the inwardness of its 
revelation is laid down as its general crite- 
piON, 
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Ver. 22. The Pharisees have got their answer. Yet Jesus does not allow 
the point of their question to be lost thereby, but turns now to His disciples 
(probably after the departure of the Pharisees, as they do not appear again 
in what follows, and as the discourses themselves bear an unreserved char- 
acter, wholly different from ver. 20 f.), in order to give to them instructions 
in reference to the question raised by the Pharisees, and that not on the 
temporal development of the kingdom of the Messiah wherewith He had 
despatched them, but on the actual solemn appearing of the Messiah in the 
Parousia. ‘‘ Calamities will arouse in them the longing after it, and false 
Messiahs will appear, whom they are not to follow ; for, like the lightning, 
so immediately and universally will He reveal Himself in His glorious mani- 
festation,” vv. 22-24. See further on ver. 25. We have here the discourse 
of the future from the source of the account of the journey. [See Note 
CXXXV., p. 496.] This and the synoptic discourse on the same subject, xxi. 
5 ff., Luke keeps separate. Comp. Weizsicker, pp. 82 f., 182, and see the 
remark after ver. 37. — piav rv iuepdv Tod viov Tt. avOp. ieiv] 7.€., to see the 
appearance of a single day of the Messianic period (of the aidy péAAwr), in 
order, to wit, to refresh yourselves by its blessedness. Comp. Grotius, 
Olshausen, de Wette, Lange, Bleek. Your longing will be: Oh, for only 
one Messianic day in this time of tribulation !—a longing indeed not to be 
realized, but a natural outbreak under the pressure of afflictions. —Uswally, 
yet not in harmony with ver. 26: ‘‘erit tempus, quo vel uno die meo ‘con- 
spectu, mea consuetudine, qua jam perfruimint, frui cypiatis,” ‘ there will be 
a time, when you will long to enjoy for even one day my presence, my com- 
panionship, which you now fully enjoy,” Kuinoel ; comp. Ewald. — kat oi« 
debe] because, to wit, the point of time of the Parowsia is not yet come; it 
has its horas et moras. 

Vv. 28, 24. [See Note CXXXVL, p. 496 seq.] See on Matt. xxiv. 23-27. — 
épovow «.t.4.] on the occasion of the appearance of false Messiahs. <A local- 
ity of fixed limits, moreover (comp. ver. 21), does not characterize the 
solemn appearing of the kingdom. —idod. . . ade] namely: is the Messiah! 
— py arénO. pind’ JOE.| a climax: Go not forth, nor follow after (sectamini), 
to wit, those of whom this is asserted. — Ver. 24. The lightniny which light- 
ens [but see critical note]; comp. similar expressions in Lobeck, Paral. 
p. 503. — é« rac] Supply yopac:! flashing out from the one region under the heaven 
(which expands under the heaven, txé with an accusative) lightens even to 
the other (opposite one *). — obrwc] in such a manner of appearance as mani- 
fests itself in a moment and universally. 

Ver. 25. What will yet first precede the Parousia, and (1) in respect of the 
Messiah Himself: He must (comp. ix. 22, xxiv. 26) first suffer and be re- 
jected, ver. 25 ; and (2) in respect of the profane world : it will continue 
in security in its usual earthly doing and striving, until the crisis, universally 
ruinous for it, shall suddenly break in as in the days of Noah and of Lot, 
vy. 26-30. See further on ver. 81. 


1See Bos, Hilips. ed. Schaefer, pp. 560, “from the old world to the new,” is not 
562; Winer, p. 522 [E. T. 591]. there at all. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 27. 
2 What Lange reads into the passage, 
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Vv. 26, 27%. [See Note CXXXVI., p. 496 seq.] Comp. Matt. xxiv. 87 f. — 
Kabac éyévero x.t.A.] to wit, that men carelessly and securely pursued their 
accustomed striving till they were overtaken by the flood. —év raic¢ juéparc 
T. viov T. avGporov] in the days in which the appearance of the Messiah will 
come. — Ver. 27. jotiov, éxivov x.7.A.] a vividly graphic asyndeton. — xa? 
7AG_ev| not to be connected with aypz 7 jyuépac (Bleek). See Gen. vii. 4, 10. 

Vv. 28-80. ‘Ouoiwe] does not belong to aravrac (Bornemann, who assumes 
a Latinism : perdidit omnes pariter atque ut accidit), against which is to be 
set the similarity of the twofold xa? aréAecev dravtac, Vv. 27 and 29. More- 
over, we are not to conceive of éora again after du. cai (Paulus, Bleek), 
against which is ver. 30; but sinviliter quoque, sicuti accidit, etc. This 
duolug kai is afterwards again taken up by ward 7a avra, ver. 80, and the jo6ov 

. dravrac that lies between the two is epexegetically annexed to the ac 
éyévero, a8 in vil. 11, viii. 40, and frequently ; so that jofiov . . . axavrac is 
not to be put in a parenthesis at all (Lachmann), but neither is any point 
to be placed after dravrac (Tischendorf). — Ver. 29 f. #Gpe&e] scil. Oedc. 
Comp. Matt. v. 45 ; Gen. xix. 24. In remembrance of the latter passage 
the subject is presupposed as known, and hence the verb is not intransitive, 
as at Rey. xi. 6 (Grotius).’— rip x. @eiov] Comp. Hom. Od. xxii. 493 ; it is 
not to be transformed into lightnings (Kuinoel) ; Jesus follows the repre- 
sentation of Gen. xix. — droxatinrera] is revealed, 1 Pet. v. 4; 1 Johnii. 
28, li. 2. Up to that time He is hidden with God in His glory, Col. iii. 
Shee Oe DNeSs a tan(euel, COte ta tac teleOtad, i, Iv. LS. 

Vv. 31-38. [See Note CXXXYVI., p. 498 seq.] At that day it is well to 
abandon all earthly possession, wherefore I call to your remembrance the ex- 
ample of Lot’s wife. Even the temporal /ife must be abandoned by him who 
wishes not to lose the life eternal. — d¢ éora éxt Tov dd. .7.2.] indicates cer- 
tainly the undelayed flight with abandonment of earthly possession, but not, as 
at Matt. xxiv. 17, Mark xiii. 15, the flight in the destruction of Jerusalem, 
of which here there is no mention, but the flight for deliverance to the coming 
Messiah at the catastrophe which immediately precedes His Parousia, Matt. 
xxiv. 29-31. Then nothing of temporal possession should any more fetter 
the interest. Hence de Wette is wrong in regarding (comp. Weiss) the ex-. 
pression as unsuitably occurring in this place. — «al r. ox. aitov] see Bern- 
hardy, p. 304. — Ver. 82. ric yuvarxde Adr.] whose fate was the consequence 
of her looking back contrary to the injunction (Gen. xix. 26), which she 
would not have done if she had given up all attachment to the perishing 
possessions, and had only hastened to the divine deliverance. Comp. Wisd. 
x. 7 f. — Ver. 88. [See Note CXXXVL., p. 496 seq.] Comp. ix. 24, and on 
Matt. x. 89; Mark viii. 35. —(nrfon . . . amodécy] in the time of that final 
catastrophe aroiécee . . . Cwoyov.: in the decision at the Parousia.—{woyoveiv, 
to preserve alive, as Acts vii. 19, and in the LXX. See Biel and Schleusner. 

Vv. 34, 85, But the decision at the Parousia, what a separation it will be! 
—a separation of those who are in the temporal life united in a perfectly 
common position, This is symbolically represented in two examples. 


1 Qn the use of the word in classical Greek, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 291. 
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Comp., moreover, on Matt. xxiv. 40 f. —ratry 7H vv«ri] which Bengel, in 
opposition to the context, explains : in this present night, is neither to be 
interpreted in tempore illo calanvitoso, ‘‘in that calamitous time” (Kuinoel, 
who says that the night is ¢mago miseriae, ‘a figure of misery;” Micah iii. 
6; comp. Grotius and Bleek), nor to be pressed to the conclusion that the 
Parousia is definitely ordained to take place by night (de Wette, who 
finds the ground for this view in the comparison of the Messiah with a thief 
in the night), in respect of which the following grinding at the mill as an 
occupation of the day-time is held as left standing inappropriately from 
Matthew, but the horror of the night belongs to the imagery of the concrete 
representation.’ [See Note CXXXVI., p. 496 seq.] At ver. 35, however, there 
is again a departure from this feature, because a graphic touch of a different 
kind is added to the idea. Day and hour, even the Son knoweth not, Matt. 
xxiv. 86; comp. Acts i. '7. —éri khivyc pac] not in general: they shall be 
bed-fellows (Lange), but, according to the words and the concrete representa- 
tion : they shall find themselves on one bed. A warning against precipitate 
separation of mingled domestic relations (Lange) is altogether foreign to 
this passage. 

Ver. 37. [lod] not : guomodo (Kuinoel), against which ungrammatical ren- 
dering even the following érov ought to have guarded him ; but: where will 
this separation occur? As to what follows, see on Matt. xxiv. 28.7 [See 
Note CXXXVI., p. 496 seq. | 


Remark. —With regard to the discourses which are set forth here, vv. 22-37, 
but in Matt. xxiv. at another time and in another connection, viz. in that of 
the great discourse on the end of the world (comp. Luke xxi.), some have at- 
tributed (Schleiermacher, p. 215 ff., 265 ff., Neander, Olshausen, Bleek), 
others have denied (de Wette), originality to Luke. The latter view depends 
upon the assertion of a want of connection, and partial inappropriateness of 
the expressions in Luke, which assumption, however, is not justified by the 
exposition. But the former cannot be allowed at the expense of Matthew 
(see especially Schleiermacher, who supposes in Matthew a mingling of the 
originally separate discourses [Weiss ed. Mey.], Luke xvii. 22 ff. and xxi. 
5 ff.), since even in Matthew everything stands in strictly linked connection ; 
but Luke xxi., in the same way as Matthew, places the Parousia in connec- 
tion with the destruction of Jerusalem, xxi. 25 ff. (comp. Strauss, II. p. 338). 
Without doing injustice to the one or the other evangelist, originality is to 
be conceded to both, so that Luke xvii. 22 ff. has preserved, in accordance 
with his original source, a discourse spoken by Jesus, which, not preserved by 
Matthew, and belonging to an earlier period than Matt. xxiv. and Luke xxi., 
has the characteristic feature that it remains entirely apart from connection with 
the destruction of Jerusalem. ‘That the substance of its contents was repeated by 
Jesus Himself in the great discourse of Matt. xxiv., is, in respect of the similar- 
ity of the material, intelligible enough, and this holds good especially of the 


1Ttis not on account of the example of the night-time suggested that illustration. 
two in bed together that the night is named 2On capa, corpse (of man or beast, the 
(Hofmann, Schriftbew. Il. 2, p. 626 [Weiss latter here), see Duncan, Lex. Homer. ed. 
ed. Mey.]), but conversely the ideaof the Most, p. 1069. Comp. xxiii. 52; Acts ix. 40. 
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characteristic words—lightning, deluge, eagles. [See Note CXXXV., p. 496.] 
But it cannot be decided how much in the execution and form is carried over 
from the one discourse into the other by the mingling processes of reminis- 
cence and tradition, the rather that in general we can ascribe to the dis- 
courses in the synoptic Gospels on the end of the world originality only within 
certain limits, 7.e., originality modified by the reflection and expectation of the 
church (see on Matt. xxiv., Remarks). 


i 
Notes py AMERICAN Eprror. 


CXXXI. Ver. 1 ff. The connection. 


Despite the objections of Weiss ed. Mey. (and here of Godet also), it seems 
best to regard this asa continuation of the previous discourse. Vv. 15, 16 are 
peculiar to Luke, and yet are in their proper position. That the sayings of 
vy. 1-4 might be repeated is as little improbable as that several occasions 
might arise when they were appropriate to the disciples. Weiss, however, says 
that Luke, “‘ after the interpolation (chap. xvi. 14-31), returns to his oldest 
source, in which there accordingly followed the discourse about stwmbling-blocks 
now substantially preserved in Matt. xviii.’’ In ver. 2 Weiss objects to the 
reference to converted publicans and sinners (as his view of the position of 
the discourse compels him to do), referring ‘‘these little ones’’ to the dis- 
ciples. 

CXXXII. Ver. 5. Kai eimav of aréortohor k.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. regards this request of the Apostles as ‘‘ composed’”’ by 
Luke, to lead over to the saying of Matt. xvii, 20, ‘‘that in the source probably 
formed the conclusion of the story of the lunatic, which Luke has already 
given in chap. ix. 28-43, together with the account of the transfiguration. 
Thus, too, is explained the reference of the saying specially to the Apostles, 
who on that account were not able to effect the cure (comp. Weiss, Muit., 
p. 405).’’ But there are differences in the saying as well as in the circum- 
stances. Godet properly thinks these divergences fatal to the theory of a com- 
mon written source. 


CXXXIII, Ver. 6. infxovoev av bpiv. 


The R. VY. renders: ‘‘it would have obeyed you,’’ but the Am. Com. 
substitute: ‘it would obey.” The former is not correct, eitheras conveying 
the idea of the Greek aorist in the clause, or as a specimen of English. Meyer 
does not really uphold it. The aorist, with dv in the apodosis, does not neces- 
sarily point to something antecedent (have obeyed), but to a single, synchronous 
occurrence: when ye would say, etc., this would at once happen—all this on 
the supposition that you have faith. Whether they had any or not is not stated, 
since the clause is purely hypothetical. 


OXXXIV. Vy. 11-19. The Ten Lepers. 


It is very difficult to decide what journey is referred to in ver. 11, and hence 
to determine the time of this incident. The better supported reading 6ud pécov 
>. seems to settle the question of route. It can properly mean only : between, 
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i.e., along the borders of Samaria and Galilee. See R. V., American text and 
margin. But there is no indication that our Lord ever returned to Galilee 
after the departure referred to in chap. ix. 51; comp. Matt. xix. 1; Mark x. 1. 
Meyer, it is true, places all the preceding incidents in Galilee, and regards this 
as the resumption of the journey. But since this involves a direct journey 
to Jerusalem, he is forced to accept a disagreement with ‘‘ Matthew and Mark, 
who make Him journey through Peraea.” 

Robinson places this incident immediately after the rejection by the Samari- 
tan village (chap. ix. 52-56) ; the intervening events, except those referred to 
in one passage of considerable length, are placed in Peraea. Andrews, however, 
places the healing of the ten lepers during the journey from Ephraim to Jeru- 
salem, the raising of Lazarus having occurred after’ the discourse in vv. 1-10. 
But this fails to account for the mention of Galilee. The language of the 
verse is indefinite ; the omission of aitév, which Meyer does not notice, leaves 
it uncertain what is the subject of ropetecoda. The R. V. text has: ‘‘as they 
were,” the margin: ‘‘as he was.’’ No historical notice in Luke’s account 
agrees so readily with a theory of transposed position. Samaria is mentioned 
first, either for the reason that Meyer assigns, or to account for the presence of 
the Samaritan leper (Weiss ed. Mey.). 


CXXXY. Ver. 20 ff. The Eschatological Discourse. 


This discourse, as here recorded, must be connected with what precedes, 
either with ver. 19, or, if vv. 11-19 be placed earlier, with ver. 10. Weiss ed. 
Mey. thinks this discourse is from the oldest source, and that its main portions 
are in Matt. xxiv. interwoven with those of another found in the same 
source (namely, that reported in Luke xxi., 5 ff.). So Schleiermacher. But 
Meyer’s view (stated in his closing remark, p. 494 seq.) is preferable. Both 
discourses are original ; ‘the striking sayings common to them both were 
repeated. 


CXXXVI. Ver. 23 ff. The Views of Weiss. 


Weiss ed. Mey. differs in the following places from Meyer: Ver. 23. He 
finds here no hint of the appearance of false Messiahs, but thinks the discourse 
in the oldest source referred to premature announcements of the Messiah. In 
ver. 24 he refers yap to the universally visible appearance which renders the 
matter of locality (‘‘lo there, lo here’’) unnecessary. Properly rejecting the 
article after aorpar#, he renders dorpdrovoa ; ‘‘ when it lighteneth” (so R. V.). 
He surmises that ver. 25 is modified from the oldest sourco, but, as it stood there, 
formed the basis of Mark viii. 31, ix. 31, which is improbable. Vv. 26-80, 
he thinks, stand in their original connection. Ver. 31 is explained by Weiss, not 
as referring to “the flight for deliverance to the coming Messiah,” but as enjoining 
the relinquishment of all earthly things in order to be prepared for His coming. 
In his view the verse is added by Luke. Ver. 33 he regards as out of its 
original connection (comp. Matt. x. 39). He accepts repiroijoacd a ; comp. R. V., 
‘“ shall seek to gain.” The various readings seem, however, to attest the orig- 
inality of the verse in this connection. In accordance with his view of the 
composition of the discourse, he thinks that in the ‘“‘source’”’ ver. 34 joined di- 
rectly on ver. 30. ‘‘ In that night” he regards as not original, nor as an image 
of horror, but chosen by Luke to indicate a closer companionship, ‘‘in one bed.” 
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Ver. 37. The first part of the verse Weiss holds to be one of Luke’s “ transi- 
tion questions,’’ but which, moreover, proves that Luke found what follows in 
this place. The original discourse he therefore thinks closed with the reference 
to the ‘‘ eagles,” which presents parabolically the main thought of the previous 

sayings, that the judgment will overtake all the ungodly, Against this theory 
' of the discourse see Meyer’s closing remark, 


32 
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CHAPTER XVIIE 


Ver. 1. dé xai] BLM 8, min. Copt. codd. of It. Or. have dé So Iachm. 
Tisch. [W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.]. But the kai, which might be dispensed 
with, was easily passed over ; it is wanting also in ver. 9 in not unimportant 
authorities (bracketed by Lachm.). After rpocevy. Lachm. and Tisch. have 

8 airovc. It is preponderatingly attested ; there would have been no reason for 
its addition ; while in favor of its omission, the word being superfluous, it may 
be noticed that mpocedyeoAAI would the more readily be followed by «AI, that 
in the doctrine of the parable the generality of the reference most readily pre- 
sented itself. —[Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, with ® A B* D, have évxaxeiv ; 
Treg., R. V., éyxaxecv (B® L), instead of the poorly-attested éxcaxeiv, which Meyer 
retains. — Ver. 4. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 A BD L, versions, read 
7Ocdev, and, with & BL, ovdé dvOpwrov instead of kat dvOp. ovK. | — Ver. d. bu- 
midty] Griesb. recommends jzomdgy on insufficient attestation. It was altered 
from misunderstanding, as also in the case of the variant dmomély. Comp. on 
1 Cor. ix. 27. — Ver. 7. moujoec] roujon isso decisively attested that, with Lachm. 
Tisch., it is to be adopted. The future was introduced by anticipation of ver. 
8.— [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B L, read air, instead of mpd¢ aitov. | 
— paxpoupye (Lachm. Tisch.) is also attested quite decisively, instead of which 
paxpoOuuav (Elz.) was intended to assist the construction of the sentence. — 
Ver. 13, [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8 B L, Copt., read 6 dé red.] 
--ei¢ before r. or70oc is wanting in BD KL Q XII 8, min. Slav. Arm. Vulg. 
It. Or. Antioch. Cypr. Deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. [So recent editors, R. V. ] 
But why should it have been added? As being perfectly superfluous (comp. 
Xxili. 48, xxii. 64), it was overlooked. — Ver. 14. Elz. has 7 éxeivoc, which, on 
decisive evidence, is to be condemned. Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. have 7) yap 
éxeivoc, following AEGHKMPQSUVXTAA, min. Syr. Goth. Bas. ms. 
Theophyl. Grot. and Lachm. [Treg. text, W. and Hort, Weiss] have rap’ éxei- 
vov, in accordance with B L &, min. Copt. Sahid. Or. Naz. (Vulg. : ab illo). To 
these is added also indirectly D, with udaAdov rap’ éxeivov Tov Sapicaiov (comp. 
Syr. Pers.P It. Cypr. Hilar. Ambr. Aug.). The reading of Lachm. is consequently 
the oldest ; and since 7 ydp éxeivoc is opposed to the sense, it is to be judged 
that TAP came into the text instead of IIAP by a transcriber’s error of ancient 
date, and became blended with the gloss 7 éxeitvoc.—Ver. 15. émeriunoar] 
BDGL¥S, min. Lachm. Tisch. have éretiuwv ; the Recepta is from Matt. xix. 
13. —[Ver. 16. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BL, Copt., read xpocexa- 
Aéoato ara Aéywv. — Ver. 21. Tisch., recent editors, have édvAaéa with 8 A BL, 
while Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., omit the second oov in ver. 20, with AB DL, 
Vulg.]— Ver. 22. diadoc] ADL MRA, min. Fathers have dé¢. So Lachm. 
It is from the parallels, from which, moreover, came also év odpavé, instead of 
which is to be read, with Lachm. [Treg., Weiss, R. V.] and Tisch., following 
BD, év roi¢ ovpavoig (A L R & [Tisch, VIII.] read : évo ipavoic). — [Tisch., re- 
cent editors, R. V., with 8 BD L, 1, 33, 69, Copt., Syrr., omit ratra after dxob- 
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cac dé. — Ver. 23. Tisch., recent editors, R, V., with 8 BL, read éyev7jOy.]— 
Ver. 24. repiAur. yevou.] is wanting in BL §&, min. Copt. ; deleted by Tisch. 
[recent editors, R. V.]. But it was in accordance with the parallels more easily 
passed over than added. — [Tisch., recent editors, read eioropetovra, with B L, 
placing it at the close.] — Ver. 25. tpuyadcac] Lachm. and Tisch. have tpfyaroc, 
in accordance with B D &, 49. Rightly; in accordance with Matthew and 
Mark, there was introduced in some authorities tpur7juacoc (LK R, min.), in 
others trpvyaddc (A E F G, ete., Elz.). — Instead of padidog read, with Lachm. 
and Tisch., BeAdvyc, in accordance with BDL &, min. The former is from 
the parallels. — eiceAGeiv] Lachm. has dveAfeiv. It is more weakly attested, and 
the reading is to be decided as at Matt. xix. 24. —Ver. 28. dgjxayev ravra kal] 
Lachm. and Tisch, have dgévre¢ rad idva, in accordance with B D L &** min. 
vss., and this Griesb. also recommended. The Recepta is from the parallels. — 
[Ver. 29. Tisch., W. and Hort, R. V., with 8 BL, Copt., have this order : yv- 
vaika,7 ddEAgove, 7) yoveic. ] — Ver. 30. aroAaBn] BD M, min. have Ad8y. So Lachm. 
The simple form is from the parallels, just as D, in particular, takes éav pu) 248y 
from Mark x. 30. -— [Ver. 35. Tisch., recent editors, with 8 BDL, Origen, have 
éraitév.|] — Ver. 39. ovwnyo7] The preponderatingly attested ocyfoy is adopted 
by Schulz, Lachm. and Tisch. The Recepta is from the parallels. In the New 
Testament only Luke and Paul have the verb ovydv. — Ver. 41. Agywv before ri 
is, with Tisch., to be deleted, in accordance with BD L X 8, 57, as a familiar 
addition, instead of which Or. has eizav. 


Ver. 1. What Jesus has hitherto said of His Parousia was of such 
weighty and everlastingly decisive concern for His disciples, that it was 
calculated to stimulate them to unremitting prayer, that they might become 
partakers of the éxdéxyaw which the Parousia was to bring to them (ver. 7). 
Hence (without the omission of any intervening dialogue, Schleiermacher, 
Olshausen) now follows the parable of the widow and the unjust judge, 
peculiar to Luke, and its application (vv. 1-8). This parable is no addi- 
tion inserted without a motive (Késtlin, Holtzmann), nor is it taken from 
the Logia ; but it comes from the source of the account of the journey. 
[See Note CXXXVII., p. 506.] Weizsiicker alleges that it must have been 
alater growth, annexed by Luke to his source of the narrative of the journey; 
that the judge is the heathen magistracy ; the widow, the church bereaved 
after the departure of Christ; her adversary, the hostile Judaism. Here 
also (comp. on xy. 11, xvi. 1, 19) is a transferring of later relations to an 
early period without sufficient reason. — rpdc] in reference to. — ravrore] It is 
not the continual disposition of prayer (‘‘as the breath of the inner man,” 
Olshausen) that is meant, but the constant actual prayer, in respect of 
which, however, ravrore is not to be pressed, but to be taken in a popularly 
hyperbolical sense. Comp. ver. 7; 1 Thess. i. 17. — éxxaxeiv] to become dis- 
couraged, not : in their vocation (Schleiermacher), but, according to the con- 
text : in their prayers. As to the form éxx., for which Lachm. has éyk. 
(and Tischendorf : évx«.), which, although. here preponderatingly attested, 
is to be regarded as an improvement, see on 2 Cor. iv. 1. [But sce criti- 
cal note. | 

Vv. 2, 3. Tov Oedv. .. x. dvOpwr. x.7.A.] Similar characterizations from pro- 


500 THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 

fane writers may be seen in Wetstein. Bengel well says : ‘‘ Horum respec- 
tuum alterutrum certe plerosque mortalium movere solet et injustitiam (ver. 
6) judicum cohibere,” ‘‘ One or the other of these considerations is cer- 
tainly wont to move the most of mortals and to check the injustice (ver. 6) 
of judges.” — évrperéu.] standing in awe of, Matt. xxi. 87; Luke xx. 13; 
2 Thess. ili. 15 ; Heb. xii. 9. In the Greek writers more frequently used with 
a genitive. The disposition implied by éytperdu. is respect and regard. — ijp- 
ysto] Grotius aptly says: ventitabat, ‘kept coming.” — See Kiihner, II. p.76 f. 
— éxdiunodv je ard K.7.A.] revenge me (and deliver me by this my judicial 
restitution) of, etc.? 

Vv. 4, 5. Ex? ypdvov] for a time.? — didye] as at xi. 8. — iva wi.7.2.] is ex- 
plained : that she may not continually (ei¢ téA0¢ equal to dia ré2ovc, see Kypke 
and Wetstein ; comp. Ay 28 ny29) come and plague me. See also Luther's 
gloss. But that irwridtw (to strike any one’s eyes black and blue, see Wetstein) 
is to be taken in the general sense of harass, annoy, thereis no proof, since it 
is an error to adduce not merely 1 Cor. ix. 27, but also Aristoph. Paw 541, 
where the die trwmiacuévar are represented as smitten and wounded 
persons, and hence the word is to be taken in the Jiteral sense, to beat black 
and blue. But the assumption of a Latinism, after the manner of obtundere 
(Beza, Grotius), is arbitrary, and does not at all correspond with the special 
idea of the Greek word. Accordingly there is nothing left us but to inter- 
pret : that she may not at last come and beat my face black and blue. 'The 
judge mockingly puts the case of the woman at length becoming desperate, 
and actually laying hands on him and beating his face black and blue. [See 
Note CXXXVHUI., p. 506.] The Vulgate rightly has it : swgillet me. 
also Bleek and Schegg.* 

Vv. 6, 7. Hear what the unrighteous judge (6 xpitne the ddiKiac, See On Xvi. 8) 
says! But God, will He not, etc. In this contrast lies the conclusion that 
the éxdixnorc, on which that worthless judge decided in respect of the perse- 
veringly praying widow who was so troublesome to him, is the more cer- 
tainly to be expected from God in respect of the elect, who are so dear to 
Him, and who se constantly cry to Him for the final decision. On ov pq 
in a question, see Winer, pp. 449, 454 [E. T. 506, 511 f.]. — According 
to the reading x. paxpofuuei én’ avroic (see the critical remarks), the most 
simple explanation is: but God, will He not fulfil the avenging of His 
elect, and does He tarry * for their sakes? and is it His concern, in reference 
to them, to delay His interposition, or postpone His aid?* In respect 
of the delay which nevertheless, according to human judgment, does 
occur, Grotius rightly observes : 


Comp. 


‘Hud ipsum tempus, quamvis longum 
interdum ferentibus videatur, re vera cxiguum est imo nromentaneum, 


1Comp. Judg. xi. 36: movjoar cou Kvpov 
exdikyow . . . amo TOY vidy Aupuy, 

2Hom. Ji. ii. 299; Plat. Protag. p. 844 B, 
Phaed. p. 84 C; Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, 
ed. 3, p. 284. 

3 On eis tédos, at the end, finally, comp. 
Herod. iii. 40, ix. 37; Ken. Qec. xvii. 10; 
Soph. Phil. 407, and thereupon Hermann ; 


Gen. xlvi. 4, and elsewhere. téAos, without 
any preposition, might also have been used. 

4 The expression paxpoduuer corresponds 
to the idea of the é«Siéknors, which includes 
within it the punishment of the enemies. 

5 See Ecclus. xxxii. 18. Comp. Maldona- 
tus, Grotius, Bornemann in the Stud. d. 
Sdchs. Geistl. 1842, p. 69 f., Bleek. 
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unde 75 rapavrixa tH A2inpewc, dixit Paulus, 2 Cor. iv. 17,” ‘‘ That very time, 
however long it may seem meanwhile to those enduring, is infact short, nay 
momentary, hence Paul spoke of ‘ affliction, which is for the moment,’ 2 Cor. 
iv. 17.” According to Bengel and Ewald, xai waxpoOvuei éx’ avr. is connected 
hebraistically with rav Bodrrwr : and over them He is forbearing ; whereby 
the delay of the éxdixyove would be derived from the patience with which 
God still allows to His elect further time for more perfect sanctification 
(2 Pet. iii. 9). According to the construction, this would be harder, and 
in its meaning less in correspondence with the subsequent é rdyev. 
The Recepta would have to be understood : will Henot . . . fulfil, even al- 
though He delays in reference to them ?*\— that 1s to say, with that éxdixyore of 
them ; kairo paxpofuuav Kai darvdpuevoc avyxovoreiv Tov Seouévwv avTod vuKTo¢ Kal 
juépac, ‘although long-suffering and seeming to be deaf to those praying to 
Him night and day,” Theophylact, not, with Hassler (in the 7iib. Zeitschrift, 
1832) : since He is still patient towards them, i. e., does not lose patience as 
that judge did. For, apart from the incorrect view of the use of the xai, the 
thought itself is unsuited to the doctrinal narrative, since it was actually 
through the judge’s oss of patience (rather : his becoming annoyed) that the 
éxdixyote Of the woman was brought about. Moreover, de Wette is wrong in 
remarking against the reading vaxpofuuei, and its meaning, that if the thought 
that God delays were removed, the parable would have no meaning at all, 
since pakpof. corresponds to the ov« 7Oe2. éxi ypdvov, ver. 4. Therein is lost 
sight of the fact that the example of the unrighteous judge teaches ¢ con- 
trario (see already Augustine, Serm. 36) the procedure of God. [See Note 
CXXXIX., p. 506. ]— The éxd/xyjowe tév éxAsxrGv consists in the deliverance 
from their enemies who are punished at the Parousia, and in their own ex- 
altation to the salvation of the Messiah’s kingdom for which they are chosen. 
Comp. xxi. 22. The idea of this éxdixyore enters so essentially into the 
texture of the New Testament eschatology, that in various forms it runs 
through the entire New Testament, and hence it is not easily to be seen why 
it should be regarded as standing apart from the views of our evangelist, 
and should remind us of the fiery zeal of the apocalyptic writer (K6stlin, 
Hilgenfeld). Comp. preceding passages in Luke (i. 51 ff., 71 ff.). 

Ver. 8. An answer to the two parts of the preceding question : (1) rojoe 
. . . arav, and (2) év rayer. — This év rayec is the opposite of delay (saxpo- 
(uuei, ver. 7) : quickly, without delay,* declaring the speedy advent * of the 
Parousia (ix. 27), at which shall follow the éxdixyowr. [See Note CXL., 
p. 506 seq. | —xAjp 6 vidg x.7.2.| It is to be accentuated dpa (so also Lachmann 


1 Lange is wrong in saying : although even ple, Ebrard does on Rey. i.1, p. 104. ‘t There 
over them He rules high-mindedly (and is only this to be said, that the final deliver- 


therefore inscrutably). ance, how long soever it may appear to be 

2 ACtS kT SSO, Sv, 4) ROM, Xvi. delayed as to its beginning, shall still be so 
20s) Mime tetas Reve Io J, li 5, ils 6); internally and potentially hastened that it 
Wisd. xviii. 14; Pind. Vem. v.35; Xen. Cyr. shall be made an wnempectedly hasty ending 
vi. 1. 12. to the condition of tribulation that precedes 


8 Jt isin vain to weary oneself and twist it.” See, on the other hand, Disterdieck. 
about in the attempt to explain away this [See Note CXL., p. 506 seq. ]} 
simple meaning of the words, as, for exam- 
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and Tischendorf) ; comp. on Gal. ii. 17. In connection with the glad 
promise, to wit, which Jesus has just given in reference to the elect, there 
comes painfully into His consciousness the thought what a want of faith in 
Him He would nevertheless meet with at His Parousia. This He expresses 
in the sorrowful question : Nevertheless will the Son of man when He 1s come 
Jind faith on the earth? Theophylact well says + év oyquare éputqoeug 76 ord- 
viov Tov téte ebpebyoouévor mictav brooyuaiver, ‘indicating in the form of 
a question the fewness of those who will then be found faithful.” The 
subject : 6 vide r. avOp. and 226év is, with a sorrowful emphasis, placed before 
the interrogative dpa, on account of the contrast with what follows. See 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 188. The riotic is the faith in Jesus the Messiah, which 
many of His confessors not persevering unto the end will have given up, so 
that they do not belong to the elect (Matt. xxiv. 5, 10 ff., 24), and He will 
meet them as unbelievers.! [See Note CXL., p. 506 seq.] Hence thereis no 
reason for concluding from the passage before us (de Wette), that the put- 
ting of the parable into its present shape probably belongs to a time when 
the hope of the Parousia had begun somewhat to waver (2 Pet. iii. 8 f.). — 
éxt tHe yfc] is correlative with the coming down from heaven, which is meant 
by éA@dv. 

Ver. 9. It is the more arbitrary to assume that the following doctrinal 
narrative was originally delivered in another connection (Paulus, Olshausen, 
de Wette ; comp. Kuinoel), that it rather affords a confirmation of the 
probability (see on xvii. 22) that the Pharisees, after our Lord’s rejoinder to 
them, xvi. 20 f., were no longer present.. The historical connection with 
what precedes is not more closely to be indicated than is pointed out by the 
characterization of the tivé¢ as rod¢ meroi0. x.7.2. These men, according to 
ver. 9, must in some way or another have made manifest their disposition, 
and thereby have given occasion to Jesus to deliver the following discourse 
as far'as ver. 14. Who are the people? Assuredly not Pharisees, since it is 
actually a Pharisee that Jesus presents asa warning example. Possibly they 
were conceited jollowers of Jesus (Schleiermacher, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius), but more probably : Jews of a Pharisaic disposition, since Luke 
does not here, as at ver. 1, designate the disciples expressly, and it was just 
for Jews of this kind that not only the example of the Pharisee, but also that 
of the publican, was the most humiliating. —xpéc] He spoke to them. To 
take it as at ver. 1 (Kuinoel, de Wette, and many others) is unsuitable, since 
there are persons in this place, and the context suggests no occasion for de- 
parting from the usual ad quosdam (Vulgate). — rivac rove reroibdrac] desig- 
nates the persons in the abstract indefinitely, but in the quality in question 
specifically.” — é9’ éavr.] they put on themselves the confidence that they were 
righteous. For others they did not entertain this confidence, but assumed 
the contrary and despised them, 

Vv. 11, 12. Sraveic] See on Matt. vi. 5. He took his stand, a trait of 


1 So many, as the Lord sees, shall be se- whether He shall find faith. Herein lies a 
duced into unbelief (as to the éveotas aimy sorrowful hyperbole of expression. 
tmovnpes, comp. on Gal. i. 4), that in grief 2 See on Gal. i. 7, and Bornemann, Schol. 
thereat He puts the question generally, p. 113; Bernhardy, p. 318. 
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assurance, comp. xix. 8; Acts ii. 14. See, on the other hand, ver. 13: 
paxpode_ev éordc. —xpo¢ éavtdév| does not belong to craveic, so that it would 
mean apart (Syr., Beza, Grotius, Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and 
others), which would be ka’ éavrév,’ as D actually reads ; but to rpoonbyero 
(Luther, Castalio, Bengel, Wetstein, and others, including Olshausen, de 
Wette, Bleek *) : by himself, to himself, apud animum suum, asat 2 Macc. xi. 
13, and frequently in the classical writers : Aéyew rpic éavtdv, to speak in 
thought, and the like.- Naturally he would not allow such a prayer to be 
heard. The publican is otherwise, ver. 18. — 6rv ov eit x.7.2.] mpdrepov yap 
eimev & ovk éotiv, kal T6Te KaTéAceev & éoriv, ‘‘ For he first tells what he is not, 
and then recounts what he is,” Theophylact. — oi Aourot tov avSp.] comp. 
Rev. ix. 20 ; Kiihner, I. p. 122. — advxov] wnjust in the more limited sense. 
— 6¢ obto¢ 6 TeAdvyc] Contemptuously, this publican here ! ‘‘ who skins and 
scrapes every one, and clutches wherever he can,” Luther, Predigt. — Ver. 12. 
vyorevo| of private fasting, which was observed twice in the week (rod caB7., 
Mark xvi. 9; 1 Cor. xvi. 2), on Thursday and Monday. See on Matt. vi. 
16, ix. 14; Lightfoot, p. 866. — xrauar] not possideo, ‘‘T possess” (Vulgate, 
Castalio, Beza, and others), which would be xéxryuar, but : what I acquire 
Jor myself. He gives tithes of everything, what he gains in natural products, 
everything without exception. The vainglorious zdyra éca has the empha- 
sis ; his payment of tithes is beyond what the law required, as at Matt. xxiii. 
23. Moreover, comp. Pirke Aboth, ii. 13: ‘‘ Quando oras, noli in precibus 
bona tua enumerare, sed fac preces misericordiarum et pro gratia impetran- 
da coram Deo,” ‘‘ Whenever thou prayest, be unwilling to enumerate in thy 
prayers thy good deeds, but make prayers of wretchedness and for the ob- 
taining of grace with God.” 

Vv. 13,°14. Maxpdéfev] comp. xxiii. 49. The context gives as the mean- 
ing neither: the forecourt of the Gentiles (the publican was a Jew), 
nor: far from the sanctuary, but: far away from the Pharisee, of whom 
hitherto our Lord has been speaking. Behind this bold, self-righteous man 
the humble one in the diffidence of his consciousness of sin had remained 
at a distance, not venturing to advance further. — éoréc] ‘‘ Nec orabetc, nec 
in genua procumbens, ne spectetur orans,” ‘‘ Neither standing, nor bending 
the knee, lest he should be observed while praying,” Bengel. —oidé rove 
6¢0aruovc] not even his eyes, to say nothing of his whole head and his hands 
(1 Tim. ii. 8; and see Grotius).4— The beating of the breast was the out- 
ward sign of mourning. See on viii. 52. If the Pharisee had only a proud 
thanksgiving, the publican has only a humble petition.— wor tO duapt.| Ob- 
serve the article. Bengel rightly says: ‘‘de nemine alio homine cogitat,” 


1Xen. Anad. v. 10. 11; Acts xxviii. 16. 
Jas. ii. 17; Zech. xii. 12. 

2 From this construction it is plain that in 
B L N** min. Vulg. Copt. Arm. Slav. Or. 
Bas. Cypr. mpos éavr. stands after ravta. [So 
recent editors, R. V., while Tisch. improp- 
erly omits the phrase. ] 

3 “Duas classes Pharisaeus facit ; in alte- 
ram conjicit totum genus humanum, altera, 


melior, ipse sibi solus esse videtur,” ‘‘ The 
Pharisee makes two classes ; in the one he 
places the whole human race; the other, 
the better one, he himself seems alone 
to be,’’ Bengel. 

4 Comp. Tacitus, Hist. iv. 72: ‘“ Stabant 
conscientia flagitii moestae fixis in terram 
oculis.”” 
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‘he thinks about no other man.” — Ver. 14. kxaréBy «.7.2.] @ lively picture 
of the result, in which the emphasis rests on rap’ éxeivov, as is shown by the 
following ér ma¢ x.7.A.— dedix. | in the Pauline sense : justified, i.e., accepted 
by God as righteous. The Epistle to the Romans is the most complete com- 
mentary on the whole of this doctrinal history, without, however, it being 
necessary to take the publican as the representative of heathenism (Schenkel). 
— The reading rap’ éxeivov (see the critical remarks) is in the sense of the 
comparison (xiii. 2, 4; Bernhardy, p. 258f.) : prae illo, in respect of 
which the context decides whether what is declared is applicable to the 
other one in question, only in a lesser degree [Weiss ed. Mey.] (as xiii. 2, 
4), or not at all (as here ; comp. Xen. Mem. i. 4. 14), whether, there- 
fore, the expressed preference is relative or absolute.’ Comp. Luther’s 
gloss: ‘‘ The former went home, not justified, but condemned.” It is 
similar at Matt. xxi. 31; John ii. 19; 1 Tim: i. 4 The reading: 7 
yap éxeivoc, would have to be explained interrogatively, and that not in the 
sense of the familiar interrogative form : 7 yap, istt not true? (Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 594), but, with Bornemann (and Gléckler) : ‘‘ or did the former 
one go justified to his house?” But how unsuitable in the connection (it is 
otherwise at xx. 4), since 2éyw duwiv leads one to expect, and actually sup- 
plies, only a categorical statement ! And this use of yép after the interroga- 
tive 7 is rationally conceivable, it is true, but no instance of it can be pro- 
duced. The Recepta 7 éxeivoc, although critically objectionable, is founded 
on the correct feeling that 7 in this place could only be the usual compara- 
tive, but yép alongside of it would be meaningless.— dtc mde x.T.A.] AS Xiv. 
11. [See Note CXL, p. 607. | 

Vy. 15-17. See on Matt. xix. 13-15; Mark x. 13-16. The peculiar 
source of which Luke has hitherto availed himself, which supplied the ma- 
terial from ix. 51, now ends, or Luke leaves it, and becomes substantially 
synoptic again, following Mark especially, although, while he does so, he 
still has special passages of his own (see especially xix. 1-10). The place 
and time of what follows as far as ver. 31 are, according to Luke, still the 
same as of what has preceded (from xvii. 11).— Kai ra Bpéoy] their children 
also, so that not merely the people themselves came to Him. The word it- 
self marks out the children more specially (¢nfants, i. 12, 16) than radia 
in Matthew and Mark, the latter of whom Luke follows, although omitting 
his conclusion, ver. 16, to which abbreviating treatment no special purpose 
(in opposition to Hofmann, II. 2, p. 194) is to be imputed. — daryrai] the 
present tense, brings the situation before us.— Ver. 16. rpocxar. ait] He di- 
rected His call to the infants themselves (probably : come to me, little 
ones !), and then spoke to those who carried them, etc. 

Vv. 18-27. See on Matt. xix. 16-26 ; Mark x. 17-27.— dpyor] perhaps 
aruler of the synagogue ; comp. Matt. ix. 18. Luke alone has this more 
precise designation of the man from tradition, and herein diverges from 
Matt. xix. 20.—In the answer of Jesus, ver. 19, Luke simply follows Mark, 
abbreviating also at ver. 20. The Marcionite reading : 6 yap dyabdc ec éoriv, 


1 See also van Hengel, ad Lom. I. p. 188 f. 
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6 Ged¢ 6 nargp, is nothing but an old gloss (in opposition to Volkmar, Hilgen- 
feld), not more Marcionite than the reading of the text, and this latter is no 
anti-Marcionite alteration. Both forms of the expression are already found in 
Justin, and our gospel of Luke is to be regarded (Zeller, Apostelg. p. 82 f.) as 
his source for the form which agrees with the passage before us (¢. Tryph. 101). 
Comp. on Mark x. 17.— Ver. 22. érz év oo Aeimer] does not presuppose the 
truth, but only the case of what is affirmed by the dpyov. It does not, 
moreover, assert the necessity of selling one’s goods and distributing them 
to the poor, in order to be perfect in general, but only for the person in 
question, in accordance with his special circumstances, for the sake of 
special trial. See on Matt. xix. 21. Hence there is not to be found, 
with de Wette, in the words an application of the saying of Jesus that gives 
any pretext for mistaken representations. 

Vv. 28-30. See on Matt. xix. 27-29 ; Mark x. 28-80, the latter of whom 
Luke follows with abridgment.— é¢ ov py «.7.2.] Comp. Mark xiii. 2, In 
respect of no one who has forsaken, etc., will it be the case that he does 
not receive, etc. In the choice of azo/d8y there is implied the idea of what 
he receives being due.' 

Vv. 31-34. See on Matt. xx. 17-19; Mark x. 32-34. Luke, it is true, 
abridges Mark’s narrative, yet he also expands it by the reference to the 
fulfilment of Scripture, ver. 31, and by the observation in ver. 84. — 
rapadaBav x.7.2.] A continuation of the journey, on which at ver. 35 ff. the 
narrative then again lingers at Jericho.—r6 vid 7. avép.] belongs to ra 
yeypaup., next to which it stands : everything shall be completed, i.e., shall 
come to its complete actual fulfilment (comp. xxii. 87), which is written by 
the prophets with reference to the Son of man (with the destination for Him, in 
order to become actual in Him).? The reading wep? rod vi. 7. avop. (D, Vulg. 
al.) is an inaccurate gloss on the correct construction. Others * connect it 
with retecf., and explain either : wpon the Son of man, as Matt. xiii. 14 (so 
the majority), or 9f Him (Bornemann, following Beza). But even apart 
from the fact that the position of the words rather suggests the conne¢tion 
given above, the unlimited révra 7a yeyp. is opposed to the latter, since the 
prophets have written much, which was neither to be fulfilled wpon nor or 
the Messiah. Besides, the following ver. 32 f. is opposed to Bornemann, 
seeing it is not there said what the Messiah should do, but what He should 
suffer. — Ver. 34. An emphatic prolixity, even more than at ix. 45. The 
failure to understand has reference not to the meaning of the words, but to 
the fact as the Messianic destiny.— az’ aitév] comp. ix. 45, x. 21, xix. 42, 
frequently in the LXX. 

Vy. 35-48. See on Matt. xx. 29-34 ; Mark x. 46-52. Luke, reproducing 
Mark’s narrative in an abridged form, adds nevertheless independently the 
important conclusion (ver, 43), and follows a variation of the tradition in 


1 Comp. xvi. 25, vi. 84, xxiii. 41; Dem. 78. comp. 3 Mace. vi. 41. 


83: dv te AdByte, av 7 amodAGBnTe; 162. 17: 3 Castalio and many more, including Kui- 
AauBdvery wév ovK elwy, amoAauBavery SE cuveE- noel. Bornemann, Schegg, comp. Buttmann, 
BovAevor. Neut. Gr. p. 154 [E. T. 178], who refers it to 


2 On the dative of reference with ypadev, both 7edeo@, and yeypayee. 
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transposing the circumstance so as to make it precede the entry. [See Note 
CXLIL., p. 507.} But the purpose of annexing the history of Zacchaeus was 
in no wise needed to occasion this departure from Mark (in opposition to 
Bleek and Holtzmann). — Ver. 36. ri ein rovro] without dv (see the critical re- 
marks), asks, quite specifically, what this should be (not : what this might pos- 
sibly be). — Ver. 43. The poetic aivoc (see Buttmann, Lezvil. II. p. 112 ff.) ap- 
pears only here and in Matt. xxi. 16 (a quotation from the LXX.) in the 
New Testament ; more frequently in the LXX. and the Apocrypha. 


Notes spy AmERIcAN Eprtor. 


CXXXVII. Vv. 1-8. The Importunate Widow. 


Weiss ed. Mey. thinks this passage was taken from the same ‘‘source’’ as 
what precedes, and it formed the conclusion of the entire discourse. He 
therefore supposes Luke has given to the passage by means of ver. 1 a too 
general reference. But Meyer’s view is far more probable. 


CXXXVIII. Ver. 5. wa pu el¢ Tédog k.7.2. 


The R. V. renders: ‘‘lest she wear me out (marg. Greek, bruise) by her 
continual coming.’ But this fails to give the correct force of ei¢ TéAo¢ ; hence 
the Am. Com. add the margin: ‘‘lest at last by her coming she wear me out.” 
This agrees with Meyer’s interpretation. 


CXXXIX. Ver. 7. kal praxpoSuuei én’ adroic. 


This well-attested reading presents considerable difficulty. The verb means 
*‘to be slow to punish,’’ and hence the objects are not the elect, but those 
whom He delays to punish. The aitoic, however, refers tothe élect, and must 
therefore be explained, with Meyer, ‘‘for their sakes,” not ‘‘over them” 
(R. V.). But Meyer regards it as a question: Is He slow to punish on their 
behalf ? This requires a négative answer, whereas the delay to punish is as- 
sumed, as Meyer admits, ‘‘ according to human judgment, does occur.” It may 
be taken, with more propriety, as an affirmation : And His delay in punishing 
is really on their behalf. Comp. Godet, who, as usual, clings to the reading 
of the Rec. Weiss ed. Mey. rejects the teaching e contrario (Meyer), but says 
that ‘‘the denial of a real delay does not exclude an apparent one.”’ 


CXL. Ver. 8. év Taye. 


It is difficult to see on what consistent principle Meyer insists that here the 
speedy advent of the Parousia is declared, when in commenting on the previous 
verse he admits that the ‘‘delay’’ does occur, according to human judgment ; 
comp. the view of Weiss in Note CXXXIX. That there has been delay needs 
no proof ; that Luke’s reports of our Lord’s discourses indicate a considerable 


1See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 742. Comp. Stallbaum, ad Plat. Lach. p. 190 B; Maetzner, 
ad Antiph. p. 130. 
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period is easy to prove. Moreover, Meyer himself urges just such an indication 
(See Note IIL. p. 226) as the only reason for dating the Gospel after the de- 
struction of Jerusalem. If Luke had ‘‘ edited” his matter in the way Weiss 
assumes, he ought, in all consistency, to have avoided using év raver ; thatis, if 
he used it in the sense Meyer and Weiss give it (see below). The phrase ri 
ciotw does not necessarily refer to ‘faith in Jesus as the Messiah.” Godet 
more properly explains : ‘‘ that special faith of which the widow’s is an image.”’ 
The question in any case implies that the Lord’s delay to return will be of 
great length. If referred to ‘‘ faith’ which perseveres in prayer, it suggests 
that the trials during this long delay will be such as to leave it doubtful 
whether many will be importunate in prayer for His return. 


CXLI. Ver. 14. The Close of this Division of Luke. 


Weiss ed. Mey., in accordance with his view of the composition of the Gospel, 
remarks: ‘* With this closes the great inserted portion of Luke, Passing over 
the pericope about divorce which referred to legal regulations (Mark x. 1-10) 
that had already become strange to his Gentile-Christian readers, and the con- 
clusion of which (vy. 11, 12) was already presented (chap. xvi. 18), he now 
diverts to Mark, who likewise here after chap. x. 1 seems to narrate a journey 
toward Jerusalem.” In view of the many peculiarities of Luke’s narrative, 
which Meyer frankly admits, it is difficult to believe that he followed Mark 
even here. (See in general, Note I., p. 225.) The attempts to find a motive for 
his variations from Mark are as unsatisfactory as they are various. 


CXLII. Vv. 35-43. The Blind Man at Jericho. 


On the various accounts see Mark, Note LXVI., p. 138. Luke’s statement 
seems to follow the general line of the journey, while Matthew and Mark give 
the more exact relation to Jericho. Hence the theory of an excursion from the 
city, during a brief stay there, remains the most probable explanation of the 
variations. 
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CHAPTER XIX. 


Ver. 2. otroc 7v] Lachm. has airoc [fv]. BK I, min. Arm. Vulg. Ver. For. 
Vind. have only airéc. [So Treg., W. and Hort text, R. V.] Tisch. has 7 only, 
following L §, min. Copt. Goth. only. [Weiss has oiro¢ without 7v.] The 
Recepta is to be maintained ; oiroc was in some authorities altered mechani- 
eally into aitéc, in accordance with the foregoing word; in others, omitted 
as being superfluous, on which assumption, sometimes also 7v, nay, even 
kai (D), dropped away also.— Ver. 4. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 
SB L, insert ei¢ 70 before éuzpocler.] — ovnouopéar] see the exegetical remarks. 
—Instead of éxeivyc Elz. has 6’ éxeirnc, in opposition to decisive evidence, 
on the strength of which, also at ver. 7, mavrec is to be read instead of 
dmavrec. — Ver. 5. eldev aitov cai] is wanting in BL 8, min. vss. Tisch. [So 
Treg., W.and Hort, R.V.] The transcriber passed at once from Eldev to EIvev, — 
Ver. 13. fac] ABD K LR 8, min. Or. Lucif. have év 6. Approved by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. ; éw¢ is an interpretation. — Ver. 15. éaxe] 
Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] have deddxer, in accordance with B D 
L.&, min, Cant. Vere. (Or. : édeddxec). An emendation. [Treg., W. and Hort, 
R. V., with 8 BDL, Copt., Or., have ti dtexpayparetoavto, without tic. Tisch. 
retains the reading of the Rec., Meyer and Weiss do not notice the variation. ] 
— Ver. 17. ed] Lachm. and Tisch. have edye, following B D, min. Vulg. It. Or. 
Lucif. The Recepta is from Matt, xxv. 23. — Ver. 20. érepoc] Lachm. and Tisch. 
[recent editors, R.V.] have 6 érepoc, in accordance with B DLR &** min. A 
mechanical repetition of the article, in accordance with vv. 16, 18. —[Ver. 22. 
Recent editors, R. V., with Tisch. (8 B, others, Vulg., Copt.) omit dé.] — Ver. 23. 
vyv| is wanting in authorities so decisive, that, with Matth. Lachm. Tisch., it 
must be deleted. — The position of ai7é immediately after dy has, it is true, A 
BL & in its favor (Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors]), yet the old reading avérpata 
in Ais against it, as it manifestly originated from the collocation of dv and 
éxpaga. So in A, ANEIIPAZA is written as one word, although translated as 
two words. The separation might easily be marked by ai7é placed between 
them. — Ver, 26. Since ydp is wanting in important authorities, while Vulg. It. 
have autem, it is to be regarded, with Tisch., as a connective addition, in 
accordance with Matt. xxv. 29. — dm aitov] is bracketed by Lachm., deleted 
by Tisch. It is wanting in B L &, min. Lucif., and has slipped in mechani- 
cally from Matt. xiii. 12, although there the construction is different. Comp. 
Mark iy. 25. — Ver. 27. éxeivove] BK L M 8, min. Didym. have tovrovc. 
To be preferred, with Bornem, and Tisch. ; éx. is an amendment by way of 
designating the absent. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B L, Copt., 
add avrotc, after xaracd., and in ver. 29 omit the frequently interpolated adbroi 
after waOytov.] — Ver. 31. ait] is wanting in B D F L RX, min. vss. Or. 
Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. [So recent editors, R. V.] The 
omission is occasioned by its absence in the parallels. — Ver. 34. Before 6 x7- 
pioc Lachm. Tisch, [recent editors, R. V., 8 A BDL, Vulg., Copt., Syrr.] have 
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ori, certainly on preponderating evidence, but it is repeated from ver. 31. — 
[Ver. 35. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BD L, have avrov, but in ver. 36 
Treg., W. and Hort, with A B, have éavrav.] — Ver. 37. mraoov] Lachm. has rav- 
tov, following BD. But zavrwv came in through the reading y.vovévur (instead 
of dvvau.), Which is still found in D, — Ver. 40. Lachm. and Tisch. have ow- 
thoovely, inaccordance with AB LRA 8, min., to which also D adds confirma- 
tion by ovynoovow. The Recepia is by way of an improvement. —[Tisch., W. 
and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8 BL, Copt., omit aitoic.] — Instead of kexpdgovras 
BL & have xpdgovorv, which rare form Tisch. has rightly adopted. — Ver. 41. Elz. 
Griesb. Scholz have éx airy. But én’ airy is decisively attested. So Schulz, 
Lachm, Tisch. — Ver, 42, kai od Kai ye év tH jy. cov tabty] Lachm. has bracketed 
kat ye, and deleted cov ; the former is wanting in BDL 8, 157, vss. Or. ; the 
latter in A BDL ¥, min. vss. Or. Eus. Bas. Both are to be retained ; kal ye 
dropped out in consequence of the preceding xa) od, and then this drew after it 
the omission of cov, which after the simple xa? o¢ (without kai ye) did not seem in 
place. ‘[W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. text, have: év r. qu. ratty Kal ob, omitting Kai 
ye and oov, as also after eipyvyv. This order is better supported ; the Am. R. V. 
marg. accepts cov in both instances. ]— The second cov is, indeed, wanting in 
BL &, 259, Or. Ir. (bracketed by Lachm.); but how easily might the word, 
which, moreover, might be dispensed with, drop out between the syllables NHN 
and NYN ! — Ver, 45. év ai7é] is wanting in B CL &, min. Copt. Arm. Goth. 
Rd. Or. In most of these authorities kai ayopdgovrac is also wanting. ‘Tisch. 
deletes both, and both are from the parallels, from which D A, vss. have added 
still more. — Ver. 46. Tisch. has «ai éorai 6 oik. wou olk. mpocevy., following B L 
R §& (in which, however, «. éora is wanting by the first hand), min. Copt. Arm. 
Or. Rightly ; the Recepta is from the parallels, from which, moreover, appears 
in C** KAn@joerac instead of éoriv. 


Vv. 1, 2. This history’ with the stamp of Luke’s language is worked up 
by him from tradition. [See Note CXLIIL., p. 517. |—évépuare xaroty.] Comp. 
i. 61. Classical writers would have said évoua cada. (Herod. i. 173 ; Plat. 
Crat. p. 483 B). — Zakyaioc] = "31, pure, Ezra ii. 9; Neh. vil. 14. Even 
the name (among the Rabbins also, see Lightfoot, p. 870) shows him to be 
a Jew. See on ver. 9 and Castalio in loc. The Clementines represent him 
as a companion of Peter, and by him consecrated as bishop of Caesarea.” — 
avtéc] after the name (as viil. 41), his personal condition. — apyiteAdvyc] chief 
publican or taaz-collector, probably a steward of the Roman farmer of the taxes, 
entrusted with supervision of the ordinary tax-collectors.* The tribute in 
Jericho may have had to do especially with the trade carried on there in the 
production and export of balsam (a trade which now no longer exists, see 
Robinson Pal. II. p. 537). — xa? otro¢ 7] a prolix simplicity of style. [But 
see critical note.] Comp. ii. 87, vil. 12, xx. 28. 

Vv. 8, 4. Tic éorz] ¢.¢., which among those who were passing by is Jesus. 
‘¢ Fama notum oultw noscere cupiebat,” ‘‘He desired to know in person 


1 According to Eichthal, II. p. 291, a mis- Constit. Apost. vi. 8. 8, vii. 46. 1. 
taken copy of the call of Matthew (Matt. 3 Comp. Salmasius, de foen. trapez. p. 245 f.; 
ix.)! Burm. vectig. popult Rom. p. 134. 

2 See Hom. iii. 63, Recogn. iii. 65. Comp. 
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Him known by report,” Grotius. — rpodpauav éurpoober| [See Note CXLIV., 
p. 517 seq.] Comp. Tob. xi. 2; Plat. Gorg. p.497 A ; Ken. Oyrop. iv. 2. 28. 
—ovkouopéav] The form popéa occurs in Nicander as quoted by Athen. I. 
p. 51, and cuxouopéa, Geop. x. 8. 7 ; more frequently ovxéuopo¢ (Dioscor. i. 184; 
Aq. Am. vii. 14; Suidas). The authorities, however, are very much divided 
between ovxouopéav (So now Tischendorf also [recent editors], following 
BLD 8) and ovxouwpéav (Lachmann) ; Galen also has pwpéa, de comp. med. 
5 (in Wetstein on xvii. 6). As, nevertheless, the reading ovkouopaiay also 
adds to the support of cvxoudp., although: it is plainly a transcriber’s error, 
the Recepta is to be maintained. The word itself is = cvxduwoc (see Dioscor. 
i. 184) : Egyptian jig tree, xvii. 6.— éxeivyc] see on v. 9. —diépyecSa] to 
pass through, through the city, ver. 1. 

Vy. 5-7. Whether Jesus had any personal knowledge of Zacchaeus, is a 
matter which could be decided only by. circumstances unknown to us ; and 
hence to bring in the higher knowledge of Jesus (Olshausen), as seeing him 
nevertheless directly in his inner nature, isin the case before us a course 
without sufficient justification, although Strauss, I. p. 575 f., builds thereon 
the view that the history is a variation of the theme of the intercourse with 
the publicans. According to Paulus, some one named the man to him. 
— ofpepov| ermphatically, comp. ver. 9. This day is the day so important to 
thee, when I must abide in thy house (stay the night, John i. 39). dei is 
spoken from the consciousness of the divine appointment (ver. 10), ‘‘asif He 
could not dispense with Zacchaecus, whom, nevertheless, everybody else 
avoided as a great sinner” (Luther, Predigt.). — Ver. 7. The murmurers 
(dteyoyy., see on xv. 2) are Jews, who accompanied Jesus to the house 
of Zacchaeus, situated (ver. 1) before the city on the way towards Jeru- 
salem [but see Note CXLIII., p. 517], and here at the entrance, prob- 
ably in the forecourt where the publican came to meet Jesus, saw how 
joyously he receives Him. Comp. on ver. 11. — apa dy. avdpi| belongs to 
katadvoat. 

Ver. 8. The supposition ‘‘ Jesu cohortationes et monitiones tantam vim 
habuisse in Zacchaei animum,” ‘‘ that the exhortations and admonitions of 
Jesus had such effect on the mind of Zacchaeus,” etc. (Kuinoel, comp. Grotius), 
and that the murmuring and the vow did not occur till the morning of the 
departure (Schleiermacher, Olshausen), has no foundation in the text, in 
accordance with which it was rather the immediate personal impression of 
Jesus that seized and took possession of the wealthy chief publican in that 
manner. His vow includes the consciousness of his unworthiness of the 
great happiness that has befallen him through the entertainment of the 
Messiah, and his determination, for the sake of this happiness, to make 
abundant compensation for his former guilt. According to Paulus, the 
publican wished to confute the charge rapa dyapr. avdpi, and said ei rivdc re 
éoveod. k.T.A. in the conviction of his innocence. This is opposed to the 
context, opposed to the preceding ra jyic. x.7.4., and opposed to ver. 10 ; 
moreover, his whole style of asserting his innocence would be an unbecom- 
ing piece of parade. — oravdeic] he stood forth before Jesus,—a joyful confi- 
dence. Comp. on xviii. 11. — juicy] The form jjuicea (Lachmann), which 
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Attic writers approve, is a correction either from juicy or from juiced.’ As 
to the substantival neuter, see Kiihner, §479 b; Bornemann, ad Xen. Cyrop. 
vill. 3. 41. — ei revde re éovod.] If [havetaken anything from any one by fraud.* 
The ¢ is not to make the matter uncertain, as though he were conscious to 
himself of no such extortion, but ei . . . rc is the milder expression of self- 
confession instead of 6,71. See Dissen, ad Dem. decor. p. 195. — rerpardovv} 
he professes himself ready for a measure of compensation, such as was 
ordained for theft, Ex. xxi. 37; 1 Sam. xii. 3.* In respect of breach of trust 
and the like, it was ordained only that a fifth part above the value should 
be restored (Lev. v. 21 ff.; Num. v. 6 f.). 

Vv. 9, 10. Ipc airéy] to him, mpéc, as vv. 5, 8 3 not: in reference to him 
(Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette [Weiss ed. Mey. ], and others), so 
that Jesus spoke to the disciples or to the people (Paulus). He speaks to 
Zacchaeus, but not in the second person (76 oixw cov), because what He said 
was to serve at the same time as a correction for those murmurers (ver. 7, 
comp. on ver. 11), and consequently was to have a more general destina- 
tion. Hence it is also at least unnecessary, with Ewald, to assume an 
audible soliloquy of Jesus, and to read xpd¢ abrdv (to himself) (comp. mpi¢ 
éavrov, XVili. 11). — Kablére cai abroc¢ K.7.2.] in accordance with the fact that (i. 7 ; 
Acts ii. 21; in the New Testament used only by Luke) he also (as other 
Jews, although he is despised as a sinner) és a son of Abraham,—as which 
he belongs to the saving solicitude of the Messiah. Comp. xiii. 16. It is 
not the worthiness (Grotius, Kuinoel, Bleek, and,others), but the theocratic 
claim that is meant. Cyprian, Tertullian, Chrysostom, Maldonatus, and 
others, including Schenkel, who regard Zacchaeus as a Gentile, are compelled 
to take vidc ABp. in an ethical sense (‘‘quamvis genere non sit, tamen fide 
est,” ‘‘although he be not by race, yet he is by faith,” Maldonatus). But that 
he was a Gentile is in itself (see also on ver. 2), and according to ver. 8, 
not to be supposed, and is not implied in ver. 7. — Ver. 10. yp] justifies 
what is said at ver. 9: with full right doIsay that this day is salvation 
come to this house (the family of this house), etc., for the Messiah has come 
to seck and to save that which ts lost, i.e., those who have incurred eternal ruin. 
The collective neuter used of persons, as in John xvii. 2; on the thought, 
see 1 Tim. i. 15. —7A@e] emphatically placed first ; for Jesus declares the 
purpose of His appearance. — Cnrjca] might be suggested by the idea of a 
shepherd (xv. 4) ; still the text contains no closer reference of that kind. 
Hence it is rather a general expression of the seeking of the love that 
is solicitous for souls. Comp. 2 Cor. xii. 14. Moreover, comp. on Matt. 


savant, duis 


1 Tischendorf, namely, has adopted 16 
jptoeca, in accordance with BL Q AN. [But 
NB Q have yeiova, so W. and Hort.] Cer. 
_ tainly in the classical writers npiceca (scél. 
pLotpa or wepis) is the substantival feminine of 
hutovs, Thue. vi. 62.4; Plat. Leg. 12, p. 956 D, 
Ep. vii. p. 347 C ; Dem. 430.8; Lucian, Herm. 
48; while ra nuioera occurs also at least in 
Antonin. Zid, ii. p. 16; hence it is all the 


more probable that Luke wrote it, but it 
was then changed into juioea, and finally 
into yuion. 

2 The verb (iii. 14) is construed like amoarte- 
peiv tuvds te (Plut. Dem. iv.; Soph. Phil. 1267), 
amodavew tds te (Xen. Hier. vii. 9, Mem. i. 
6.2; Plat. Crit. p.54 A; Arist. Wud. 1231) ; 
among the Greeks with wapa, Lys. p. 177, 82. 

3 Comp. Keil, Arch. § 154. 3. 
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Ver. 11. As to the relation of the following parable to Matt. xxv. 14-30,* 
see on Matthew ; the form in Luke is not the original one ; see also Weiss in the 
Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1864, p. 128 ff. [See Note CXLV., p. 518. ] — dxovdvruv dé avtav 
ravra] But because they heard this (ver. 8 ff.), whereby their Messianic antic- 
ipations could only be strengthened ; see what follows. Not the disciples 
(Grotius and others), but only those murmurers, ver. 7, could be the subject 
—the single plural-subject which preceded. The scene is this—the people 
in attendance have accompanied Jesus as far as the entrance into the house 
(as far as into the forecourt), when they also observe how Zacchaeus joy- 
ously welcomes Jesus, and they murmur ; whereon Zacchaeus speaks the 
words, ver. 8, and Jesus the rejoinder, vv. 9 and 10.— Both utterances 
therefore are spoken while they are still at the entrance, so that the mur- 
muring crowd also listens to what is said. The connection is neither dis- 
closed first of all from the contents of the parable (Weizsiicker), nor is it 
obscure (de Wette, Holtzmann), but it is darkened by the interpreters (see 
also Schleiermacher). — zpoo¥eic] adding to, still continuing—a Hebraism, 
as at Gen. xxxvili. 5, Job xxix. 1, and elsewhere ; Winer, p. 416 [E. T. 
648]. In pure Greek the expression would run zpootelc tapaB. eimev. — sire 
rapas.| Comp. xvili. 9.—éyybc] 150 stadia, Joseph. Bell. iv. 8. 3. — rz 
rapayphua k.t.A.] bréAaBov, bt did TOvTO averoe vov el¢ ‘lepovc., iva BaciAeian év 
aity, ‘‘ They supposed that on this account they approached Jerusalem, in 
order that He might reign in it,” Euthymius Zigabenus. — avagaiveoda| to 
come to light. —The people think of the glorious setting up of the kingdom 
believed in by them. This verse, moreover, does not exclude from the con- 
nection of Luke the history of the entrance, ver 29 ff., which Marcion re- 
jected. Comp. Hilgenfeld, Avit. Unters. p. 466. 

Vv. 12, 18. Here is represented a man of noble descent, a nobleman, who 
journeys into the far country to the governor, who possesses the supremacy, 
in order to receive, as a vassal, from him regal power over those who have 
been his fellow-citizens up to that time. [See Note CXLV., p. 518.] This 
representation is borrowed from the circumstances of governors in Palestine 
at that time, the kings of which, the Herods, received from Rome their 
Baotreia ; especially the instance of Archelaus, in respect of the fruitless pro- 
test raiscd against him by the Jews (Joseph. Antt. xvii. 11. 1), is sufficiently 
similar, reasonably to derive the parabolic narrative, so far as that part of 
it is concerned, from the remembrance of that transaction.? — ei¢ yépav 
paxpav| a contrast with the rapaypqua, ver. 11, for Jesus must first go into 
heaven to the Father, but not consequently removing the Parousia beyond 
the duration of the lifetime of the generation (Baur, Zeller), since the reck- 
oning at the return has to do with the same servants. — éavré] he wished 


1'Tn affinity with the contents of this par- 
able is the word which Christ, according to 


opposition to Lechler, Apost. Zeit. p. 458) 
that it actually was a word of Christ’s. 


Clem. Homil. ii. 51, iii. 50, xviii. 20, and Apel- 
les in Epiphan. Haer. 44. 2, is said to have 
spoken : yiveowde Séxtwor tparegiras, ‘‘ Become 
approved bankers.’’ The wide publication 
of this saying in Christian antiquity (Clem. 
Alex., Origen, etc.) makes it probable (in 


2 Possibly even the locality suggested to 
Jesus the reference to Archelaus. For in 
Jericho stood the royal palace which Arche- 
laus had built with great magnificence, 
Joseph. Antt. xvii, 18. 1. 
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to receive the kingly dignity for himself, although till then there had been 
another king. — Ver. 13. éavrov| ten slaves of his own, of whom therefore he 
might rightly expect the care of his interest. Comp. on Matt. xxv. 14. — 
déxa vac| to wit, to each one.’ The Attic mina = 100 drachmas, 7.¢., accord- 
ing to Wurm, de ponderum, ete., rutionibus, p. 266, = from 22 thal. 16 grosch. 
to 24 thal. 3 grosch. Vienna standard money [scil. = from $16.50 to $17.60]. 
The small sum astonishes us (even if we should understand thereby Hebrew 
minae ; one 13/9 = 100 shekels, 1 Kings x. 17; 2 Chron. ix. 16). Compare, 
on the other hand, the talents, Matt. xxv. Butin Matt. /.c. the lord transfers 
to his servants lis whole property ; here, he has only devoted a definite sum of 
money to the purpose of putting ten servants to the proof therewith, and the 
smallness of this amount corresponds to what is so carefully emphasized in our 
parable, viz. the relation of faithfulness én the least to its great recompense, ver. 
17, which relation is less regarded in the parable in Matthew ; hence in his 
Gospel (xxv. 21, 28) it is only said éx? ddiya (not as in Luke xix. 17, év éAa- 
xior@) ; and the recompense of the individuals is stated indefinitely and in 
similar terms. The device that the lord took most of his money with him on 
the journey (Kuinoel) explains nothing ; but the assumption of a mistake in the 
translation (Michaelis), whereby out of minae is made portions (NID), is sheer 
invention. — xpayuar.| follow commercial pursuits.2 —iv o épyoua| during 
which (to wit, during this your zpayyatevecdar) I come, i.e., in the midst of 
which I return. As to épy. in the sense of coming again, which the context 
affords, see on John iv. 16. 

Vy. 14, 15. The embassy sent forth after him (6xicw airod) goes to the 
bestower of the kingdom ; hence rovrov ; ‘‘fastidiose loquantur,” ‘‘ they speak 
scornfully,” Bengel. —oi rodira airod] his fellow-citizens, Plat. Protag. p. 315 
C, and frequently ; Gen, xxiii. 11. —ov SéAouev «.7.A.] not instead of FéAouev 
rovrov ob BaotA. (Markland, ad Lys. I. p. 280 f.; Bornemann), but definite 
rejection: we will not that this man shall be king.?— Ver. 15. In respect of 
the form yvot (Lachmann, Tischendorf [recent editors]), see on Mark v. 43. 
—ric ti] who gained anything, and what he gained? [But see critical note. | 
See on Mark xv. 24.—d:arpaypar.] not : ‘‘negotiando lucratus esset,” ‘“ gain- 
ed by trading” (Castalio, so usually), but : had undertaken.* 

Vv. 16, 17. ‘H pve cov k.7.4.] ‘ Modeste lucrum acceptum fert herili pecu- 
niae, non industriae suae,” ‘‘He modestly offers the gain as the receipts of 
his lord’s money, not of his own industry,” Grotius, comparing 1 Cor. xv. 
10.°—edye (see the critical remarks) : well done! bravo! Comp. on Matt. 
xxy. 21.— Since thou in the least hast become faithful (actually, not : hast 


been), be thou ruler over ten cities. 


1 An essential variation from Matt. xxv. 
The equality of the pecuniary sum which is 
given to all shows that it was not the (very 
varied) charismatic endowment for office, 
but the office itself, that was meant to be 
typified, whose equal claims and duties, 
however, were observed by the individuals 
very differently and with very unequal 
result. 

2Plut. Suil. vii. 17, Cat. min. 54 ; Lucian, 


33 


Comp. xvi. 10. 


Philops. 36. 

3 On BactrAevoae (Aor'.), see Schaefer, App. 
ad Dem. III. p. 457. 

* Comp. Dion. Hal. ili. 72. Passages where 
Svarpayu. means perscrutari, “to investi- 
gate,” are not in point here, Plat. Phaed. 
p. 77 D, 95 E. 

5 On mpocepydc., has gained to it, comp. 
Xen, Hell. iii, 1. 28. 
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Ver. 21. As to this apology and its rejection, ver. 22 f., see on Matt. 
xxv. 24 ff. —aipecc k.7.2.] a closer reference to the meaning of avdp. avornpoc 
ei, comp. ver. 22, hence no longer dependent on 67, thow takest up what thou 
hast not laid down. This is to be left in the generality of its proverbial form 
as an expression of the unsparingness of the property of others, which, how- 
ever, is here conceived of not as dishonest, but in stringent vindication of 
legitimate claims. The servant pretends that he was afraid for the possible 
case of the loss of the mina ; that the rigorous lord would indemnify himself 
for itfrom his property. De Wette and Bleek are wrong in reading : thow 
claimest back what thou hast not entrusted,—opposed to which is the literal 
meaning of aipesc and its correlation with é0y«ac. Moreover, ver. 23 is notin 
harmony therewith.’ The austere character (aworpéc) consists in the regard- 
lessness of the inhumanity, in respect of whichis experienced the ‘‘ summum 
jus, summa injuria.” The epithet oxdypédg in Matthew denotes the same 
thing, but under a different figurative representation (in opposition to 
Tittmann, Synon. p. 189). 

Vv. 28, 24. The question comes in abruptly with «ai, laying bare the con- 
tradiction between the clauses. See Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 147. —éx 
rparegav (without an article, see the critical remarks), on a banker's table. 
The sign of interrogation is to be placed, with Lachmann and Tischendorf 
[W. and Hort], after rpamefav. «at éyo (Lachmann, Tischendorf : kaya) 
x.7.4. is then the result which, in the event hinted at by dvd ti «.7.2.,7 would 
have followed. — Ver. 24. r. rapeor.] 2.é., the satellites, 1.19. — rac déxa pac] 
the ten minae mentioned at ver. 16, therefore not those which he had from the 
beginning, but those which he has acquired for himself with the mina that 
was entrusted to him. 

Ver. 25 interrupts the discourse, since at ver. 26 the king (not Jesus) con- 
tinues, as is proved by ver. 27 ; hence, with Lachmann and Ewald, ver. 25 
is to be put in parentheses, but not, with Bleek, to be set aside as an inter- 
polation. — Ver. 26 justifies (even without yap, see the critical remarks) the 
direction contained in ver. 24 by a general principle ; but the parenthesis of 
ver. 25 contains the reason wherefore the king added this justification. 

Ver. 27. IAgv] Besides—breaking off. The further arrangement of the king 
turns away now, that is to say, from the slaves just conferred with, and has 
to do with those enemies, ver. 14, about whom the decision is still pending. 
— robrove (see the critical remarks), although referring to those who were 
absent, describes them as present in the idea of the speaker and the hearers. ® 
—Katacgas.| Slay them ; the strong expression is chosen as shadowing forth 
the completeness of the condemnation to everlasting death at the final 
judement.* 

The doctrine of the parable, according to Luke’s form of it, concerns, on 


4 


1 Comp.rather the injunction in Josephus 8 Wolf, ad Dem. Lept. p. 295; Heindorf, 
c. Ap. 2:6 ph Kcarédyné Tis, ovK avatpyicerar, ad Phaed. p. 60; Bornemann, Schol. p. 120. 
and the law of Solon in Diog. Laert. i. 2.9: 4Comp. Xen. Anad. iv. 1.23; Herod. viii. 
& py edov, wy avery. 127 Soph. ,O. £&. 780; Diod. Sic. xii. 76; 


2 av, see Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 187 [E. T. 2 Macc. vy. 12. 
216]. 
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the one hand, the Jewish people that would not receive Jesus as the Messiah 
(comp. John i, 11) ; and, on the other, the disciples who were to make ap- 
plication of the official charge entrusted to them (the wv»@ which each had 
equally received) zealously as far as possible in the interest of the Messiah 
until His Parousia. The Messiah thus appears ina twofold relation : to His 
perverse people and to His servants. The latter are to be called to account 
at the Parousia, and according to the measure of the actual discharge of 
official duty committed equally to all, will be exalted to a proportionally 
high degree of participation in the Messianic dominion (comp. Rom. v. 17, 
vili. 17 ; 1 Cor. iv. 8; 2 Tim. ii. 12). This happiness, however, will be so 
far from falling to the lot of the indolent servant, who in any case is inex- 
cusable,! that he was rather to be deprived of the official position of service 
which he had received, and consequently was to receive no kind of share in 
the future glory of the kingdom, to which, nevertheless, he also had been 
appointed. But the former, the antagonistic Jews, are to be dealt with by 
the returning Messiah with the heaviest punishments. 

Ver. 28. The narrative is wanting in precision, since, according to ver. 5f., 
this éropetero did not take place till the next morning. —éurpoodev] He 
went before (‘‘ praecedebat,” Vulg.), é.¢., according to the context (ver. 29), 
at the head of His disciples. Comp. Mark x. 32. Erasmus, Kypke, Kuinoel, 
Ewald, and others have : He went forwards, He pursued His journey. This 
would be the simple éropetero (xili. 33 and elsewhere) or érop. ele 70 Eurpooven, 

Vv. 29-388. Sce on Matt. xxi. 1-9 ; Mark xi. 1-10. Luke follows Mark, 
yet not without something peculiar to himself towards the end. With 
Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 794 f., Lachmann, and Tischendorf, we must cer- 
tainly place the accent thus on the word éAadér, olive-grove, olivetum ; not as 
though, if it were éAaév [Rec., W. and Hort], the article would in ¢tself be 
necessary (after é/az. dp0¢ would have to be repeated), but because Luke, 
when he designates the mountain as the ‘‘ Mount of Olives,” constantly has 
the article (ver. 37, xxii. 39) ; but besides, in Acts i. 12, where he likewise 
adds xatotu., he undoubtedly uses the form éAadv as aname. Hence, at 
Luke xxi. 37 also, éAwév is to be written. Comp. Joseph. Antt. vil. 9. 2: 
dud Tov éAadvoc bpovc.” — Ver. 31. bre] because, an’ answer to dud ri. — Ver. 88. 
ot xvpcor] the actual possessor and those belonging to him. — Ver. 85. éavrév] 
they use their own upper garments for a riding cushion in their reverence and 
love for the Lord. So éavrév serves for a vivid coloring of the narrative. 
[But see critical note.]— Ver. 87. éyyiGovroc . . . mpde tH KataB.] xpdc, not 
of the movement whither (de Wette), but a pregnant union of the direction 
(éyyit.) with the where (when He approached at the declivity). See gener- 
ally, Kithner II. p. 316. In Homer zpéc is often found thus with the dative. 
—ijpéavro} for this was only the last station of the Messiah’s entry. — tov 
padyrév] in the wider sense. — eldov] for all the Messianic mighty ‘works 


1 Ver. 23 serves to mark this inexcusable- the church or the congregation to which the 
ness in the concrete illustration. The text office might have been given back. 
does not*give any further verbal interpreta- 2 On the nominative, with a verb of nam- 


tion of the banker’s counter. Lange, Z../.If ing, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 517; Fritzsche, 
1, p. 414, findsthat by the tpdwegaisdepicted 4c ,; Bernhardy, p. 66. 
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which they, as companions of Jesus, had seen. — Ver. 38. év dvéu. x. ] belongs 
to épyou., according to a frequent transposition.’ — elpqv7 «.r.4.] The thought 
that ‘‘ with God is salvation (which He is now purposing to communicate by 
means of the Messiah), and He is praised (for it) in the height (by the angels, 
comp. ii. 14),” is expressed in a hymnic form by the parallelism : ‘‘ Salva- 
tion is in the heaven, and glory in the highest.” Luke gives the acclama- 
tion, according to a tradition, which had avoided the Hebrew Hosanna. 
Ver. 39 ff. Peculiar to Luke, and as far as ver. 44 taken from tradition. — 
ard Tov byAov] from out of the multitude, among whom they found themselves. 
éxitiuinoov] rebuke (this crying). — ovwr4oovow] (see the critical remarks) in- 
dicative after édv, so that the meaning of a clings wholly to the condition- 
ing particle, and does not affect the verb: if these become silent. See 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 474. —oi 2i900 wpa=é.] The sense is: this outbreak of 
the divine praise is not to be restrained.* See also the passages in Wet- 
stein. — Ver. 41. én’ airiy] over it, comp. xxiii. 28. The direction of the 
weeping to its object ; in the classical writers with a simple accusative, also 
with éxé trav (Rev. xviii. 11). Observe, further, the audible weeping of 
Jesus at the view of Jerusalem, not the silent daxptew as at the grave of 
Lazarus, John xi. 35. [See Note CXLVL., p. 518.]— ei éyvuc x.7.A.] if only 
thou hadst known and, indeed, in this thy day, what belongs to thy salvation ! 
[Comp. critical note and rendering of R. V.] Pathetic aposiopesis, and 
consequently an expression of the frwitlessness of the wish.* Buthymius Ziga- 
benus aptly says : 
mavove apodpérytoc, ‘‘for those wailing are wont to cut short their words 
through the violence of their suffering.” What served for the salvation of 
Jerusalem was the reception of Jesus as the Messiah. —xai oi] as my padyrai. 
—ai ye] et quidem. Seeon Actsii. 18. — év ri ju. cov|i.e., inthis day given 
to thee for thy deliverance.4— iy dé] as, however, now the circumstances 
actually are, but thus; often thus since Homer after conditional clauses 
(John vii. 40 ; 1 Cor. xii. 20). — éxp6By] by divine decree ; see John xii. 
387 ff. ; Rom. xi. 7 f.— Ver. 48. ore 7&o0vow x.7.2.] orc does not introduce 
what has been concealed (this is rather ra rpoc elpivyv cov), but it brings a 
prophetic confirmation of the viv dé «.7.A. that has just been said : for there 
shall come (not tarry), etc. The certainty of this miserable future proves 
that what serves for thy salvation has become veiled from thine eyes. Fol- 
lowing Lachmann, only a comma is to be placed before é7z. In what follows, 
observe the solemn five-fold repetition of «ai in the affecting unperiodic dis- 


Aree Se ; , 2 s Z Ree % 
eloSace yap ot KAaiovtec exikdaTeoba Tog Adyove bxd THe TOV 


course, 


1See Bornemann, Schol. p. 121 f.; Kiih- 
ner, a@ Xen. Anabd. iv. 2. 18. Comp. xxiii. 
48. 

2 Comp. Hab. ii. 11; Servius, a@ Virg. Hel. 
v. 28 ; Chagiga, f. 16. 1: ‘‘Ne dicas : quis tes- 
tabitur contra me? Lapides domus ejus... 
testabuntur contra eum,” ‘“‘ Do not say: 
Who shall testify against me? the stones of 
his house . . . will witness against him.” 


The first takes the place of dre.* 
WUE POlWy is 2951, vill S45 Oy xan o Oo leexcvaiile len tn” 


vapaxa] masculine: a palisaded 
As a feminine, it is 


3 Comp. on xxii. 42, and on John vi. 62; 
Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 339 [E. T. 396]. 

* Comp. Tov katpov Tis émicKomAs cov, ver. 
44; Ps. xviii. 24. 

§ xvii. 22, xxiii. 44; Rom. ii. 16; John iv. 
21; and see on Mark xv. 25. 

° On xépaka BaédrAey, see Plut. Agem. P. 17, 
Marcell. 18. 


NOTES. SyIlyy 


limited by the grammarians to the signification of vine-prop, but see Lobeck, 
ad Phryn. p. 61 f.—oa] Comp. Ken. Mem. ii. 1. 14: raic rédeow épbpara 
repiBadaovra. According to Herod. i. 163, and elsewhere, cé might also be 
used. In the Jewish war the rampart was actually erected (hence Schenkel 
considers this point as vaticinium ex eventu), burnt up by the Jews, and re- 
placed by Titus with a wall. See Joseph. v. 6. 2, v. 12. 2 ff. —ouvvé£ovar] 
keep close, see on Phil, i. 23. — Ver, 44. édagioiai ce] they shall level thee (Polyb. 
vi. 33. 6), i.e., make thee like to the ground.’ The following x. rd réxva oc. év col 
is added by a zeugma, so that now éda@ifw has the signification, frequent in 
the LXX., to dash on the ground (Hos. xiv. 1; Nah. ii. 10 ; Ps. exxxvii. 9). 
The children of the city are its inhabitants, Matt. xxiii. 37 ; Luke xiii. 34 ; 
Gal. iv. 25. The city is jiguratively regarded as a mother, hence ra réxva 
are not to be understood (Kuinoel) of the actual children (infantes). — rdv 
Kap. T. éxtox. cov] the time of the solicitude concerning thee, when God interested 
Ilimself for thee by means of the offer of the Messianic salvation through 
me.* éricxorf in itself is @ vox media, and in the LXX. and Apocrypha 
(Wisd. xiv. 11, xix. 15) is frequently also used when God concerns Himself 
with any one in punishment. The word does not occur in the classical writ- 
ers. 

Vv. 45, 46. See on Matt. xxi. 12 f. ; Mark xi. 15-17. Luke proceeds by 
brief extracts, and, moreover, gives the saying in Isa. lvi. 7 not as Mark 
gives it, but in the abbreviated form of Matthew. — jjp£aro] He began there- 
with His Messianic ministry in the temple. Schleiermacher erroneously re- 
gards vv. 45, 46 as the concluding formula of the narrative of the journey. 

Vv. 47, 48. Kai of rpdroe 7. 2.aov] The worldly aristocracy, yet with special 
emphasis. — éexpéuarto «.7.2.] the people hung upon Him as they hearkened to 
Him. ‘Populi assiduitas aditum hostibus obstruebat,” ‘‘The constant 
presence of the people hindered the approach of His enemies,” Bengel.® 


Notrs spy Ammrican Eprtor. 


CXLITI. Ver. 1. dvgpyero. 


This imperfect, properly rendered: ‘‘was passing through” (R. V.), has not 
been sufficiently regarded, It indicates that what is narrated afterward took 
place while he was passing through. Hence it is not certain that Zacchaeus 
lived outside the city on the way to Jerusalem (Meyer), but rather that our 
Lord met him in the city (ver. 4) ; so Weiss ed. Mey. The use of this tense, in 
connection with chap. xviii. 35, favors the view that Luke is giving in the two 
passages the general direction of the journey. (See Note CXLIL, p. 507.) 


CXLIV. Ver. 4. ei¢ 7d EurpooVer. 
This reading is probably explained by Weiss ed. Mey. : ‘‘to that part of the 
city lying before Him (not yet passed through by Him), which He had yet to 
pass through. The Rec. would be simply : he ran before.”’ 


1 Comp. Amos ix. 14; also xarackdmrew eis 3 Macc. v. 42, and thereon Grimm. 
éSahos, Thue. iv. 109. 1. Comp. ili. 68. 2. 3 On éxxpéuamar with a genitive, comp. 
2 Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 12; Proy. xxix. 13; Job Plut. Mar. 12, and the passages in Wetstein. 
xxix.4; Wisd. ii. 10, iii, 7; Ecclus. xviii. 19 ; With éx, Gen. xliy. 30; Plat. Leg. v. p. 731 E. 
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CXLY. Vv. 11-27. The Parable of the Pounds. 


Both Meyér and Weiss regard this as a recasting of the parable of the talents 
(Matt. xxv.) ; the former, however, with Ewald and Bleek, suggesting the mix~- 
ing of two different parables. The dialogue and main incident in the two para- 
bles are the same, but the Evangelists detail particularly the differing circum- 
stances, present very diverse details, and clearly indicate distinct purposes and 
lessons. Hence Weiss ed. Mey. is compelled to assert a deliberate variation 
from Matthew on the part of Luke, who, as he thinks, used the same written 
source. Accordingly this dilemma presents itself: either the parables are 
different, or the Evangelists not only invented historical setting for our Lord’s 
teachings, but also, to suit their didactic purpose, modified decidedly what 
they knew to be His teachings. Modern criticism has not as yet compelled us 
to accept the latter alternative. But Weiss ed. Mey. insists that the principal 
character (the nobleman) was not introduced by Jesus Himself—that His para- 
bles never have such allegorizing features. Yet how naturally, as Meyer re- 
marks, this distinct feature of the parable suggested itself in Jericho. 


CXLVI. Vv. 42-44. The Lamentation over Jerusalem. 


Weiss ed. Mey. thinks ‘‘this prophecy takes the place, in a measure, of that 
contained in the symbolical action of Mark xi. 11-14, with which Mark xi. 19-26 
naturally falls out.’ Buthe does not indicate whether he regards this passage, 
which Godet aptly calls ‘‘one of the gemsof our Gospel,’’ as one of the many 
inventions of Luke. Ver. 41 fixes the locality. Are we to regard this as 
another of those transition verses by means of which this Evangelist, according 
to Weiss, so often weaves in incidents that belong elsewhere? A believing 
Evangelist who could in literary interest ‘‘invent” such a scene would bea 
moral monstrosity. It is significant that here, at least, such critical surmises 
are repressed by the pathos of the simple narrative. 


CUE 2S 519 


CHAPTER XX. 


Ver. 1. éxe/vor] is wanting in the authorities of greatest importance. Con- 
demned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. An addition for greater pre- 
cision. — apyepeicg] AEG HKUVTIA A, min. Goth. Slav. Theophyl. have 
tepeic. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Matth. and Tisch. The Receptu 
[Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with 8 B C D L, Vulg., Copt.] is from the parallels. 
— Ver. 3. éva] is wanting in BL RB 8, min. Syr. Copt. Colb. For. Tol. It stands 
after 26y. in A K M U* min. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. It is from the parallels, from which also ody is introduced after did 7, 
ver. 5. —[Ver. 9. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BC DL, Vulg., Copt., 
omit ric.] — Ver. 10. [Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with & BD L, 33, 
omit év before xaipw.] — dda] ddécovow is so strongly attested by ABLM Q &, 
min., that it is to be adopted, with Lachm. and Tisch., and dda to be re- 
garded as a grammatical emendation. — Ver. 13. idév7ec] is wanting in B C D L 
Q 8, min. vss. Ambr., and is condemned by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. The superfluous word was omitted on account 
of the parallels ; there was no reason for its addition. — Ver. 14. éavrovc] Tisch. 
has aAAjAove, following BD LR &, min. vss. The Recepta is from ver. 5 and 
Mark xii, 7; comp. Matt. xxi. 38. From the parallels also comes deiize, which, 
in accordance with very important evidence, is deleted by Rinck, Lachm. and 
Tisch. Luke nowhere has the word. — Ver. 19. With Lachm. and Tisch., on 
preponderant evidence, read : of ypaup. Kal ot apyrep. — Ver. 20. ei¢ 76] BC DL 
8 have Gore, which, with Bornemann, Lachm. and Tisch., is to be adopted ; the 
el¢ 76, foreign to Luke, is an interpretation, —-[Ver. 22. Tisch., recent editors, 
R. V., with SA BL, 33, read jude.] — Ver. 23. ri we weipdeve] condemned by 
Griesb. and Rinck, deleted by Tisch., following B L 8, min. Copt. Arm. 
Rightly ; it is from Matt. xxii. 18, whence also in C tro«pirai, too, is interpo- 
lated. — Ver. 24. Instead of deifave Elz. has éxideigare, in opposition to decisive 
evidence ; it is from Matth. — After dyvapwv Lachm. has in brackets of dé 
édecEav, kal eizev. Not strongly enough attested by B L 8, min. vss. to appear 
otherwise than a gloss in accordance with the parallels. — [Tisch., W. and Hort, 
Weiss, R. V., with 8 BL, Copt., read of instead of aroxpibévtec. In ver. 25 the 
same mss. have zpo¢ avrotic, and roivuv axddore ; accepted by recent editors, the 
latter by R. V.]— Ver. 27. dv7tAéyovres] BC DL, min, vss. have 2éyovrrec. 
Approved by Schulz and Fritzsche, ad Marc. XII. 8. [Accepted by Treg., W. 
and Hort, R. V.] An emendation, according to the parallels, — Ver. 28. Instead 
of the second azo%dvy, BL P &** min. yss. (including Vulg. It.) Lachm. have 
merely 7. [So Tisch., recent editors, R. V.] An attempt at improvement sug- 
gested by ignorance. — Vy. 30, 31. Much confusion among the authorities. 
Lachm. has retained the Recepta, nevertheless he places before écattw¢ another 
dcattwoc in brackets, and throws out the «cai which Elz. has after ém7d, with 
Griesb. and Scholz. I agree with Tisch. in regarding as original the text of 
BDL &, 157: kal 6 detrepoc wat 6 tptrog éhaBev aitHv’ Hoattu¢ O& Kal ol ExTa Ov 
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naréd, téxva x. arré9, [So recent editors, R. V.] Comp. Bornem. in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1848, p. 136; also Rinck, Zucubr. p. 333. To this text the gloss éAaCev 
airiv was added to é detr.; this occasioned the dropping out of these words in 
their true place, and there appeared: kai 6 detrepog éAaBev adriy kK. 6 TpiTo¢ K.T.A. 
Thus still Copt. The deleting of éaB8ev air7v in this spurious place, without 
restoring them again to the genuine one, occasioned the text of D: Kai 6 devrepog 
k. 6 Tpito¢ (without é2. ai7.). The Recepta has grown up out of circumstantial 
glosses. Even the double dcoattwe (AE H VI A, min. Goth. Syr., taken by 
Matth. into the text) is a gloss ; it was thought to be necessary to complete the 
simple AaGev aityv. The cai, which Elz. has after éxrd, is indeed defended by 
Rinck, but decisively condemned by the authorities. A connective addition 
made from misunderstanding. — Ver. 32 is, as by Tisch., to be read : borepoy kat 
H yun axéGavev (Lachm.: tor. até. «.7 y.). The Recepta is from Matth. — Ver. 
33. The order of the words: 7 yvvi ody év TH dvaor. (BL), is, with Tisch., to be 
preferred ; it was altered in accordance with the parallels. —[W. and Hort, 
R. V., with 8 D L, 1, 33, Copt., read éora instead of yivera, and in ver. 34 Tisch., 
recent editors, R. V., with 8 BDL, Copt., Vulg., omit azoxpieic.] — Ver. 34. 
éxyaulioxovtar] objectionable, since A K M P U TA, min. have éxyapifovra:, while 
BL S&S, min. Or. Epiph. Nyss. have yayicxovra:, Read the latter, with Lachm. 
and Tisch. The Recepta and éxyauifovras are glosses to give greater precision. 
Equally, however, at ver. 35 also is not to be read yayuiGovrm, with Matth. Lachm. 
Tisch. [Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.], in accordance with DLQRA 8, but 
yapioxovtat, in accordance with B. —[Ver. 36. Recent editors (against Tisch.), 
R. V., with A BDL, read ovdé before ydp. — Ver. 37. Tisch., Treg., W. and 
Hort, R. V., with 8 B DL, omit rév before Oedv the second and third time. | 
— Ver, 40. 066] BL 8, min. Copt. Tisch, have yap. Rightly ; y¢p was not un- 
derstood. —[Ver. 42. Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with 8 B L, Copt., 
read atroc¢ yap instead of Kai avroc. | 


Vv. 1-8. See on Matt. xxi. 23-27 ; Mark xi. 27-33. Luke follows Mark 
with some abbreviation, and with some material peculiar to himself, as also 
in the further portions of this chapter. — év pu@ rv AwepOv] (without éxeivor, 
see the critical remarks) is, as v. 17, viii. 22, an approximate statement of 
the date ; the days iw question are meant, to wit, of the stay in Jerusalem. 
Schleiermacher is arbitrary in seeing here the beginning of a special docu- 
ment. — éxéoryoay| came upon. The idea of suddenness and unexpectedness is 
not of itself contained in the word, and needed to be expressed,’ or at least 
suggested by the context (comp. on il. 9). — Ver. 2. 7] introduces a more 
definite idea of the point of the question. — Ver. 8. Kat eixaré wor] Kai is the 
simple and : I will ask you, and tell me (what I shall ask you). Then fol- 
lows the question itself. —ovvedoy.] they reckoned, they considered. Only 
here in the New Testament, frequently in the classical writers. — Ver. 6. 
mac 6 rade watarvd. judac| a later form of the tradition. The word is not 
elsewhere retained.? It denotes the stoning down. 

Vv. 9-19. See on Matt. xxi, 33-46 ; Mark xii. 1-12. [See Note CXLVIL., 
p. 524.] — #péaro] after that despatch of the members of the Sanhedrin. — 


1 As xxi. 84; Isoer. viii. 41; Philo Flacc. 2 Comp. caradArdovv in Josephus, katadudo- 
p. 981 C, al. in Loesner. Bodety, Ex. xvii. 4, 
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mpoc T. Aadv| ‘*muniendum contra interpellationem antistitum,” ‘‘ to defend 
himself against the questioning of the priests,” Bengel. Otherwise in Matt. 
and Mark, according to whom the discourse is addressed directly to the 
members of the Sanhedrim, and these, according to Luke, are also present 
(ver. 19). — Ver. 10. ddécovory] (see the critical remarks): see on 1 Cor. ix. 
18 ; Eph. vi. 3. —airé] to him, the possessor of the vineyard, by the ser- 
vants. — Ver. 11. rpocédero réuypac]| a Hebraism, Gen. iv. 2, and elsewhere.’ 
— Ver. 13. icwc| perchance. The corresponding German word (vielleicht) ex- 
presses not mere conjecture, but, although in a still doubting form, his ez- 
pectation (*‘spem rationi congruentem,” ‘‘a hope agreeing with reason,” 
Bengel).? Only here in the New Testament. — Ver. 14. iddvre¢ d& aitér] 
with emphasis, corresponding to the previous rovrov idévrec. — Ver. 16. eizov] 
Persons from the people in ver. 9, who have comprehended, although dim- 
ly, the foreshadowing of evil. — wu yévoiro] (See on Rom. iii. 4), to wit, that 
the yewpyoi lay hands themselves on the son, kill him, and bring about the 
amohéoet k.T-2.!— Ver. 17. obv] what then, if your py yévarro is to be allowed, 
what then is this seriptural saying, ete. It is meaningless, there is nothing in 
it. — Ver. 19. cad éd03.] nai, and yet ; comp. on Mark xii. 12. — &vocar] the 
people, to wit,? whose understanding the passage of Scripture, ver. 17 f., ac- 
companied by the heart-penetrating glance of Jesus (éu82é pec), has opened. 

Vv. 20-26. See on Matt. xxii. 15-22 ; Mark xii. 138-17. — raparnpio.] having 
watched, so that they had thus further lain in wait for Him after that hour, 
ver. 19, in order to be able to entrap Him. — éyxaérove] people instigated, se- 
cretly commissioned.* — éavrod¢ dixaiove eivac] who feigned that they themselves 
were strict observers of the law, who, therefore, by the pressure of their own 
consciences (not instigated by other people), came with the following ques- 
tion. These therefore are such ‘‘ qui tum, quum maxime fallunt, id agunt, 
ut viri boni videantur,” Cicero, Off. i. 13. —émiAaB.|] The subject is the 
members of the Sanhedrim. — airoi Adyov| in order to take hold of Him on a 
word. avrov does not depend on Aédyov (Kypke, Kuinoel, Bleek), but on 
értAaB., and Adyov is the secondary object.° The Vulgate rightly has : 
“eum in sermone.” — ore (see the critical remarks), as iv. 29 ; Matt. xxiv. 
24. —rthdpyi x. th éSove. tr. Hy.] to the supremacy and (and especially) the power 
of the procurator. To combine the two (‘‘ the supremacy and power of the 
magistrate,” Beza, de Wette, Bleek) is not indeed forbidden by the repetition 
of the article, but it is opposed by it, because this repetition would have no 
motive. — Ver. 21. AauBdv. rpdcwr.] art not a partisan. See on Gal. i. 6. — 
Ver. 22. ¢dpov| capitation and land-tribute, to be distinguished from réAoc, 
the indirect tribute (the tax on merchandise).®° Luke uses the Greek instead 


1 Comp. on xix. 11, and see Valckenaer, 
p. 253 f. 

2 See Locella, ad Xen. Hph. p. 213 ; Borne- 
mann, Schol. p. 122 f.; Ellendt, Lex. Soph, I. 
p. 855. 

3 See on Mark xii. 12. The reference to 
the scribes aud chief priests involves us in 
subtleties as in Grotius, Lange, JZ. J. III. 
p. 494, and others. mpos avrovs refers first of 


all to the hierarchs. 

4Plat. Amioch. p. 868 E; Dem. 1483. 1; 
Polyb. xiii. 5.1; Joseph. Anit. vi. 5. 2. 

5 See Job xxx. 18. Xen. Anad. iv. 7. 12: 
émiAapBaverat avTov THs iTVOS. 

6 See Kypke, II. p. 183 f., and already 
Thomas Magister, p. 900, ed. Bern. Comp. 


rn 


Rom. xiii. 7. 
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of the Roman word x«fyvoov, found in Matthew and Mark. — Ver. 26. Observe 
the careful depicting of the triumph of Jesus. Comp. ver. 59 f. 

Vv. 27-40. See on Matt. xxii. 23-83 ; Mark xii. 18-27. — oi avtidéyovtec] 
does not belong by an abnormal apposition to rép Laddovearov (thus usually, in- 
cluding Winer, p. 471 [E. T. 532]), but to twvéc. [See criticalnote. Theread- 
ing Aéyovrec favors the other view.] These rivéc, namely, so far as they were 
twee TOY Saddove., are more precisely characterized by of avti2éy. x.7.2.: People 
who there concerted together (participle with article, see Kiihner, II. p. 131). 
—dvdor. pi) iva] On yf and infinitive after avraéy., comp. Xen. Anab. ii. 
5. 29, and see in general Bernhardy, p. 364 ; Hartung, Partikell. Il. p. 168. 
—Ver. 28. xat ovto¢ «.7.4.] and indeed shall have died without children. See 
Matthiae, p. 1040. — Ver. 29. oiv] for the subsequent proéedure took place 
in consequence of that law. —- Ver. 30 f. According to the rectified text (see 
the critical remarks) : And the second and the third took her ; in like manner, 
moreover, also (as those three who had taken her and died childless) the seven 
(collectively, comp. xvii. 17) left behind no children, and died. Logically 
aréSavov ought to precede, but the emphasis of of xaréA. récva has occasioned 
the torepov mpérepov.'— Ver. 384 f. of viol tod aidvoc robrov] Comp. on xvi. 8. 
Yet here what is meant is not according to the ethical, but the physical 
idea : the men of the pre-Messianic periods of the world. — oi 68 karazw. «.7.A.] 
but they who (at the Parousia) shall be counted worthy (comp. 2 Thess. 1. 5) 
to beeome partakers of the future age (the Messianic period), and of the resur- 
rection from the dead, Werein is to be observed—(1) that here is likewise a 
mpotepov borepov (comp. on ver. 31), for the resurrection discloses the participa- 
tion in the aiav éxeivoc ; but the context (see also rH avaordo. viol dvrec, Ver. 
86) shows that Jesus has in view only those who are to be raised, apart from 
those who are still living here at the Parousia, comp. Rom. vii. 11 ; (2) ac- 
cording to the connection (karafw., and see ver. 36), the resurrection here 
meant is defined as the first, the avdcracie Tov dixaiwv (see On xiv. 14). — The 
genitives rod aidv. éx. and r#e¢ avaor. are governed by ruyeiv.” Moreover, comp. 
the Rabbinical dignus futuro saeculo 837 boyy ADM, in Schoettgen and Wet- 
stein. — Ver. 36. With Lachmann, following A B DLP, we must write 
ovdé*? (Winer, p. 434 f. [E. T. 490] ; Buttmann, p. 315 [E. T. 368]) : for 
neither can they die anymore. The immortality of those who have risen 
again, even if it does not exclude the difference of sex absolutely (comp. 
Delitzsch, Bibl. Psych. p. 4594), still excludes marriage among them, since 
propagation presupposes a mortal race ; évraiGa pév yap ened Sdvaroc, did 


1 See Kiihner, II. p. 
Schol. p. 125. 


629; Bornemann, placed in a parenthesis, which, indeed, 


Lachmann does, although it is nowise noti- 


2 Comp. Aesch. Prom. 239 : tovovtov ruxety 
ovk n&HInv ; Winer, p. 537 [E. T. 609]. 

3 Comp. the critical remarks on xii. 26 
[also critical note in this verse]. The Re- 
cepta ovre is to be regarded as a mechanical 
repetition from what has gone before. Bor- 
nemann defends ovre by the supposition 
that it corresponds with the following kai. 
But inthat case icayy. yap eat must be 


fied, not even by the twofold eto’, whereby 
the two predicates are emphatically kept 
apart. 

4 Who nevertheless assumes without 
proof (p. 102) that Adam’s body, before the 
creation of the woman, was externally with- 
out sex, and that this also is the case with 
the bodies of the risen. 
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rovro yduoc, ‘‘for now since there is death, there is therefore marriage,” 
Theophylact. —icdyy. . évrec] gives the reason of the oidé arodaveiv érx 
dbvarvta ; their immortality depends upon their changed nature, which will 
be—(1) equality with the angels ; and (2) sonship of God. The former in re- 
spect of their higher and no longer fleshly corporeality (in opposition to 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 316 f.; Delitzsch, and others ; comp. on Matt. 
Xxii, 80) ; the latter plainly not in the moral, but in the metaphysical 
sense ; they, as risen again, have entered into the participation of divine life 
and divine glory (comp. on Matt. v. 9, 45), in respect of which the freedom 
from death is essential. See on viol Ocov, so far as it is used in Matthew 
and Luke (in Mark this designation does not occur) of the faithful only in 
respect of their condition after the Parousia, the apt remarks of Kaeuffer in 
the Sdchs. Stud. 1843, p. 202 ff. But the expression cannot be borrowed 
from the Old Testament designation of the angels as sons of God (so Wit- 
tichen, Ideen Gottes als d. Vaters, p. 43), since the risen ones shall only be 
angel-like, not angels. — Ver. 87. Observe the special selected word éujvucer, 
which denotes the announcement of something concealed. — kai M.] i.¢., even 
Moses, to whom ye are nevertheless appealing for a proof of the contrary, 
ver. 28. — ac Aéyer kipiov x.7.2.] ‘‘narrando sc. quod Deus dixerat,” ‘‘in 
narrating, namely, what God had said,” Grotius. — Ver. 38. mdvrec yap avto 
faow] for all (whose God He is) are living to Him. The emphasis lies on 
mavrec : no oneis dead to Him. air is the dative of reference : in respect 
of Him, that is, in relation to Him who is their God, they are—even although 
dead in relation to men—living.? This state of living actually has place in 
the intermediate state of Paradise,* where they, although dead in reference 
to living men, continue to live to God, and therewith is established the 
future resurrection as the necessary completion of this state of living. The 
argumentation in Luke is accordingly, by the addition of ver. 38, not differ- 
ent from that in Matthew and Mark, and it takes no inappropriate turn (de 
Wette), whereby the thought must have suffered (Weizsiicker), but is the 
same grand application of the divine utterance asin Matthew and Mark (see 
on Matthew), only enriched by that short explanatory clause d/Ad Cévror, 
which was introduced into the tradition,* certainly at a later date, but with- 


2 John xi. 573 Acts xxiii. 305 1 Cor. x. 
28; Thue. iv. 89; Herod. i. 23; Soph. 0. £. 
102 ; Plut. 7m. p. 27 B. 

24 Mace. xvi. 25: ot dia tov Oedy arodv7- 
okortes Ga@or TH Ow, HaTep ABpaaw, “Ioadk, 
Kal "laxwB, kat wavtTes ot matprdpxat, ‘* those 
dying for the sake of God live to God, as 
Abraham, fsaac, and Jacob, and all the 
patriarchs,” is so far parallel as in that 
place geo. ro Gee is likewise said of the 
state of existence in relation to God in 
Paradise. Moreover, 4 Mace. vii. 19 belongs 
to this subject, as being a passage in har- 
mony with the text before us. Comp. 
Grimm thereupon, p. 332. 

3 The go. subsists not merely in the 
view of God, who considers them in refer- 


ence to their future resurrection as living, 
as J. Miller, v. d. Siinde, IL. p. 397, makes 
out. 

4 The syllogism of the passage is correctly 
and clearly expressed in substance by Beza : 
‘“Quorum Deus est Deus, illi vivunt, ver. 
88; Abrahami, Isaaci et Jacobi Deus est 
Deus, ver. 37; ergo illivivunt, et quum non- 
dum revixerint corpore, necesse est, ut suo 
tempore sint corporibus excitatis revic- 
turi,’’ “‘ Those of whom Godis God, live, 
ver. 88; God is the God of Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob, ver. 37; therefore they 
live, and since they have not yet been re- 
vived in body, it is necessary that in due 
time they shall be revived with animated 
bodies.”? Onthe penetrating and fruitful 
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out affecting the substance, except in the way of indicating the point of the 
argument. The aizd, however, cannot without arbitrariness be taken, ac- 
cording to Acts xvii. 28, as though it were év airé (Ewald : ‘‘all men, so 
far as they have a true life, have it only in God”). — Ver. 40. yap] (see the 
critical remarks) gives an explanation as to ver. 39. The tables had been 
turned ; a few praised Him, for any further hostile putting of questions, such 
as might be expected instead of praise, was no more to be thought of. So 
completely He stood as victor there again (comp. on ver. 26). With the 
narrative of the greatest commandment, Mark xii. 28-34, of which Luke is 
said to have retained only the beginning and the end (vv. 39, 40), the evan- 
gelist has here nothing at all to do (in opposition to Holtzmann). [See 
Note CXLVIUL., p. 524 seq.] There is nothing of a reminiscence of Mark xii. 
28 (Weiss) in ver. 39 ; there appears no sort of reason to attribute such pov- 
erty to Luke. 

Vv. 41-44. See on Matt. xxii. 41-46 ; Mark xii. 35-87. ele dé rpdc adr. | 
to the scribes, ver. 89 f., and indeed (otherwise Matthew and Mark) imme- 
diately after what is before related. Without reason, Grotius says : de illis, 
““ concerning them,” as ver. 19. 

Vv. 45-47. See on Matt. xxiii. 1, 6, 7, 14; Mark xii. 38-40 ; which 
latter Luke closely follows after he has proceeded with considerable abbre- 
viation in vv. 41-44. 


Norrs By AMERICAN Eprror. 


CXLVII. Vv. 9-19. The Parable of the Wicked Husbandman. 


«‘ According to Weiss (Matt., p. 466) the parable was, in its original form and 
connection with the oldest source, really addressed to the people; and this 
could have been in Luke’s mind, although he otherwise entirely follows the 
rich allegorizing representation in Mark, (see, however, ver. 18) ;’’ Weiss ed. 
Mey. Ver. 18 is not found in Mark butin Matthew. Moreover, Luke omits 
some details in ver. 9 found in both the other accounts, and in vv. 11, 12 
uses a Hebraism no’ occurring in them. Precisely such variations are most 
conclusive against the theory of a common written source. Throughout the 
entire chapter, despite its general agreement with the parallel narratives of 
Mark, there are divergences which this theory can only account for by assum- 
ing, on the part of the Evangelist, an unwarranted tampering with the statements 
of his alleged documentary source. 


CXLVIII. Vv. 40-47. The Conclusion of the Conflicts inthe Temple. 


Luke omits the narrative of the greatest commandment (Mark xii. 28-84), 
but scarcely because he mentioned it in chap. x, 25 ff. (Weiss ed. Mey.), since 
this identifies two distinct occurrences (see Mey. in loco). Ver. 40 seems rather 


exegesis of Jesus which leaves untouched _ y. 17), see the apt remarks in Weizsicker, 
the historical meaning, but is able to de- Dp. 809 f. 
velop its ideal contents (comp. Matt. 


NOTES. d2D 


to refer to that conversation with the scribe, which Luke might well indicate 
without deriving his information from Mark. On the question of our Lord 
see Mark, Note LXXXI., p. 159, and comp. the admirable note of Godet, Luke, 
pp. 439-442, Am.ed. Ver. 45 is peculiar to Luke. In view of the great resem- 
blance between vv. 46, 47 and the parallel passages in Mark, it is difficult to 
understand why Luke should vary here, if he had Mark before him. Nor are 
there any indications of abbreviation (from Mark at least) in vy. 41-44, as 
Meyer intimates. 
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CHAPTER XXI. 


Ver. 2. Kai] bracketed by Lachm. Itis wanting in BK LM QXIL8, min. 
Or. ButAEGHSUVTIAA, min. have it after twa. This is correct. From 
ignorance objection was taken to this arrangement, and kai was sometimes 
placed before, and sometimes was struck out altogether. [Tisch. VIII., recent 
editors, R, V., omit.] Ver. 3. mAciov] Lachm. and Tisch. have w/eiw, which 
would have to be adopted if it were not too feebly attested by D Q X, min. 
— Ver. 4. roi Ocov] is wanting in B L X &, min. Copt. Syr.ct- Syr.je™- Deleted 
by Tisch. An exegetical addition. — Ver. 6. After Aifm Lachm. and Tisch. 
have ode, inaccordance with B L 8, min. Copt. [Tisch. VIII. omits, but W. and 
Hort, R. V., insert.] Other authorities have it before Aifoc. D, codd. of It. have 
év toiyw ode. An addition from Matthew. — Ver. 8. oiv] is to be deleted, with 
Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with B D LX &, min. vss. A connective 
addition. —[Ver. 11. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B L, 33, Copt., read 
kai Kava Térove, and recent editors, with B, Vulg., have Aoiwot cat Amol, regard- 
ing the Rec. as a conformation to Matthew. — Ver. 12. Tisch., recent editors, 
R. V., with » B D L, read dazayouévouc ; and, with 8 B D, insert tac before 
ovvayoydc. — Ver. 13. Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8* B D, omit 0é.] 
— Ver. 14. The reading év raic xapdiacc (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of ele tac «., is 
decisively attested. — [So also Gére (8 A B* D L, 33), accepted by Tisch., recent 
editors, R. V.] — Ver. 15. Elz. Matth. Scholz have avrecreiv obd8 avtioriva. But 
instoad of oidé, AK MR, min. Slay. Brix. Or. Cyr. Didym. Griesb. have 7. Some- 
times with 7, sometimes with ovdé, D L 8, min. Ar. p. Erp. Arm. Slav. Vulg. Or. 
have the two verbs in the reverse order. Hence Lachm. has avrioriva: otd8 avret- 
new, and Tisch. has avrioriva 7 avterreiv. [So recent editors (Treg. brackets 
h avrecr.), R. V., on the preponderant evidence.] These variations are to be ex- 
plained from the fact that dvreureiv, with 7 or ovdé, on account of the similar be- 
ginning of the following verb, was passed over. So according to D, Syr. Pers.P 
Vulg. ms. codd. of It. Cypr. Aug. Rinck. When the passage was restored, the 
verbs were placed in different order ; and instead of 7 after the previous ov, ovdé 
was inserted. Accordingly, read with Griesbach : avrecrety }) avtior. —- Ver. 19. 
Elz. Matth. Scholz, Tisch. have «rjoacbe. But A B, min. Syr.om Arr. Aeth. 
Vulg. It. (mot Vind. Cant.) Or. Macar. Marcion, according to Tertullian, have 
kryceole. [So recent editors, R. V.] Recommended by Griesb., approved by 
Rinck, adopted by Lachm. The Recepta is an interpretation of the future taken 
imperatively. -— Ver. 22. Elz. has mAnpoljjva. But nAjobiva is decisively 
attested. — Ver. 23. dé] deleted by Lachm. and Tisch., following B DL, Arr. 
It. Theophyl. An addition from the parallels. — After dpyf Elz. has év, in 
opposition to decisive evidence. — Ver. 24. ayp:] Lachm. Tisch. have daypic 
(Tisch. aypr) od, on decisive evidence, Luke always joins aypi to a genitive. 
— Ver. 25. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BD, Copt., read éoovra: instead 
of éoTra.] —év aropia, 7xobonc] Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. have év aropia jyouc, on 
decisive evidence. The Recepta is an interpretation. — Ver. 33. rapéA0wor] 
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Lachm, and Tisch, have apedetoovrat, in accordance with B DL 8, min. 
Rightly. See on Mark xiii, 31.— Ver. 35. Lachm. and Tisch. place yap after 
éredebvoetal, 80 that ac mayic belongs to ver. 34. Thus BDL 8, 157, Copt. It. 
Meth. Marcion, according to Tertull. Iregard the Recepta as being right, as 
the preceding clause contains a qualifying word (aidvidioc), but what follows in 
ver. 35 needed a similar qualification (o¢ xayic), Through mistaking this, and 
attracting o¢ zayic as a correlative of aigvid. to the preceding clause, yap has 
been put out of its right place. [But recent editors, R. V., accept the position 
éretoevebvaeral yap, Which is even more strongly attested than the double com- 
pound which Meyer accepts.] Instead of éveAevoera, however, read with Lachm. 
and Tisch., in accordance with BD &, éreedetocera. The doubly compounded 
form disappeared through error on the part of the transcribers, as frequently 
happened. — Ver. 36. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B D, read 0é, in- 
stead of otv.] — xaragé.] Tisch. has caricyionre, following BL X yx, min. Copt. 
Aeth. Ar. p. Rightly ; the Recepta is a very old gloss in accordance with xx. 
35, comp. 2 Thess. i. 5. —raira is deleted by Matth. and Tisch. But most of 
the principal mss. (not &) and vss. have it. Nevertheless, it remains doubtful 
whether it is to be read before (B DL X, Elz. Lachm.) or after xavra (A O* M). 
If xdvra ravra 7a is original, the omission of the superfluous tavra is the more 
easily explained. [Tisch. VIII. restores ratvra, and with recent editors, R. V., re- 
tains the better attested order: ravra xdvta, which is found in ®&° also. ]— 
After ver. 38 four cursives have the section concerning the woman taken, in 
adultery, John yii. 53-viii. 11. 


Vv. 1-4. See on Mark xii. 41-44. —avaZréac] previously, xx. 45 ff., 
Jesus spoke to His disciples surrounding Him ; now He lifts up His glance 
from these to the people farther off, and sees, etc. He must therefore have 
stood not far from the yafodvaAdKc. — rode BaAAovrag . . . TAovelove}] is con- 
nected together : the rich men casting in. After r2ovoiove might also be 
supplied évra¢ (Bornemann), in which case, however, the meaning comes 
out less appropriately, for they were not rich people only who were casting 
in (comp. Mark. xii. 41). — Ver. 2. twa «at y#pav (see the critical remarks) : 
aliquam, eamque viduam egenam, ‘‘a certain one, and she a poor widow” 
[but «ai is not well attested].? Kat is: and indeed. — Ver. 4. oirou refers to 
the more remote subject (Fértsch, Obss. in Lys. p. 74 ; Winer, p. 142 [E. T. 
157]|). Jesus points to the persons in question. — éic 7a dépa] to the gifts 
(that were in the treasury), not : guae donarent (Beza), to which the article 
is opposed. 

Vv. 5-88. See on Matt. xxiv., xxv.; Mark xii. In Luke a very free repro- 
duction from the Logia and Mark. [See Note CXLIX., p. 534.] That this 
discourse was spoken on the Mount of Olives (Matt. Mark), there is in him 
no trace. Rather, according to him, it still belongs to the transactions in 
the temple, which began xx. 1 (comp. ver. 87) ; hence, moreover, the 
avadjuara ave found only in Luke. 

Vy. 5, 6. Kai twov dey. x.7.4.] These expressions gave the occasion for 
Jesus to utter the following discourse, and that, as is plain from the dis- 


1 Comp. Plat. Phaed. p. 58 D, and thereon Stallbaum. 
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course itself, to His disciples (the apostles also included), to whom, more- 
over, the raé¢ belonged. — dvadjuacr]* On the many votive offerings of the 
temple, partly also such as the two Herods had given, and even Ptolemy 
Buergetes, see Joseph. Bell. vi. 5. 2; Antt. xv. 11. 3, xvii. 6. 35 ¢. Apion. 
I. 1064 ; Ottii Spicileg. p. 176 f., and generally, Ewald, Alterth. p. 81 ff. 
The most splendid was the golden vine, presented by Herod the Great. 
See Grotius. For the votive gifts of Julia, see in Philo, p. 1086 D. —raira 
& Sewp.| Nominative absolute.” 

Vv. 7-10. ’Exnpér.] those twéc. — obv] since in consequence of this assur- 
ance of thine that destruction shall occur ; when, therefore, shall it occur ? 
— ri 7d onpeiov k.T.2.] not an incorrect departure from Matt. xxiv. 3 (de 
Wette), but substantially as Mark xiii. 4, from whom Matthew differs by a 
more precise statement of the point of the question. — Ver. 8. 6 xazpéc] the 
Messianic point of time—that of the setting up of the kingdom. — Ver. 9. 
dxataor.| tumults ; see on 2 Cor. vi. 5. — Ver. 10. rére tdeyev avroic] then, 
after these preliminary warnings, entering upon the further description of 
the impending judgment. Casaubon, following Beza, connects 7ére with 
éyepd. In that case the insertion of éAcyev airoic would be absolutely with- 
out motive. The motive is found precisely in rére, which, however, notifies 
simply only a resting-point of the discourse, not ‘‘a much later point of 
time,” to which what follows would belong (Holtzmann, following Késtlin), 
which variation as to time Luke might have put into the mouth of Jesus as 
easily as at ver. 12. 

Ver. 11. ’Az’ otpavot belongs not only to onueia (B, Lachmann : az’ vvpavod 
onu.), but also to ¢6Byrpa, because in the connection the latter needs some 
qualifying clause. jeydéda belongs to both. Moreover, comp. with reference 
to this detail which Luke has here, 4 Esdr. v. 4.3 

Vy. 12, 18. Ipod 08 robrov r.] otherwise in Matthew and Mark. But Luke 
follows a later modification of the tradition moulded after the result.+ [See 
Note CL., p. 534.] In opposition to the words of the passage (for zpé means 
nothing else than before, previously), but with a harmonistic end in view, 
Ebrard, Diss. adv. erron. nonnullor. opinion. ete., p. 34, says : ‘‘ persecutiones 
non post ceteras demum calamitates, sed inter primas esse perferendus,” ‘the 
persecutions are not precisely after other calamities, but among the chief ones 
to be endured.” — Ver. 18. ei¢ papripiov| but it shall turn (comp. Phil. i. 19) to 
you for a witness, t.e., not: cig Meyyov Tov py moTevodvTwr, “for a proof to 
those that believe not” (Euthymius Zigabenus), but it will have for you the re- 


sult that ye bear witness for me. 


1Lachmann and Tischendorf, following 
AD X%&, have the Hellenistic form davai 
pace (see Lobeck, ad@ Phryn. p. 249, 445; 
Pardalip. p. 391 ff., 417, 424). [Treg., W. and 
Hort, R. V., retain avadjpacr.] 

2See on Matt. vii. 24; Bernhardy, p. 69; 
Buttmann, Weut. Gr. p. 325f. [E. T. 379 f.]. 

3 On oByrpa (terrific appearances), comp. 
Plat. daz. p. 867 A ; Lucian, Philop. 9; Isa. 
xix. 17. As to xara rtémovs, see on Matt. 


The context requires this by means of évexev 


xxiv. 7. [See also critical note.] 

*In respect of this Baur, Huang. p. 477 
(comp. his JJarkusevang. p. 99 f.), thinks 
that Luke desires to claim what has been 
previously said by Jesus “ altogether spe- 
cially for his Apostle Paul.” Comp. also 
K6stlin, p. 158, and Holtzmann. But then 
it would have been an easy thing for him 
to name more specially Pauline sufferings. 
Compare rather Matt. x. 17 f. 
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Tov ovéu. jov, ver. 12, and see ver. 14 f. The matter itself is regarded as 
something great and honorable (cig paprupiov dd€av, ‘for the glory of the 
testimony,” Theophylact). Comp. Acts v. 41. For the testimony itself, 
see for example Acts iv. 11 f. The reference to martyrdom (Baur, Hilgen- 
feld, Holtzmann) is opposed to the context and brings in a later wsws lo- 
quendi. 

Vv. 14, 15. Comp. xii. 11 f.; Matt. x. 19 f.; Mark xiii. 11 f. —éyé] stands 
with great emphasis at the beginning, opposed to the rpoueter. arodoy. of 
the disciples. Bengel well says: ‘Jesus loquitur pro statu exaltationis 
suae,” ‘‘ Jesus speaks in the position of His exaltation.” — créua] a concrete 
representation of speech.’ —avreureiv] corresponds to oréua, and avrict. to 
cogiav (comp, Acts vi. 10).— The promise was to be fulfilled by the Holy 
Ghost asthe Paraclete, John xiv. Comp. Acts vi. 10. But a reference to 
the fate of Stephen (Holtzmann) is not sufficiently indicated. 

Ver. 16. Kai] Bengel rightly says : ‘‘non modo ab alienis,” ‘not only 
by strangers.” Comp., besides, Mark xiii. 12 f. 

Vv. 18, 19. Comp. 1 Sam. xiv. 45; 2 Sam. xiv. 11; 1 Kingsi. 52; 
Acts xxvii. 34. But the meaning cannot be, ‘‘ ye shall remain unharmed in 
life and limb,” against which interpretation the preceding xa? Savar. & budr, 
ver. 16, is decisive, since davar. cannot be taken, as by Volkmar, of mere 
danger of death ; rather axdéAqra is to be taken in a Messianic sense. Comp. 
the following krjcec3e Tac Wuydc buoy. Hence: no hair of your head shall 
be subject to the everlasting azédea, i.e., you shall not come by the slightest 
harm as to the Messianic salvation ; but rather, ver. 19 : through your endur- 
ance (Matt. x. 22, xxiv. 13; Mark xiii. 13), in these persecutions, ye shall 
guin your souls, whereby is denoted the acquisition of the Messianic salva- 
tion ; the latter is regarded as the life, and the opposite as death.” The 
form of the expression Upié é« r. weg. k.7.A. has therefore a proverbial character 
(Matt. x. 30), and is not to be taken in such a manner as that God would 
restore again every hair at the resurrection.? The omission of the verse in 
-Marcion shows that at an early period there was already found therein a 
contradiction to ver. 16, as Gfrérer, Baur, Hilgenfeld, and others still find 
there. This apparent impropriety makes it the more improbable that ver. 
18 should be a later addition (Wilke, Baur, Hilgenfeld), perhaps from Acts 
xvii. 34. 

Vy. 20-22. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 15-18 ; Mark xiii. 14-16. What was to 
happen pd robruv révtwr, ver. 12, is now concluded. From this point the 
discourse continues where it broke off at ver. 12. [See Note CLL, p. 534.] 
— kvkiovu.] representing the object as already conceived in the situation 
and therein perceived (Bernhardy, p. 477 ; Kiihner, II. p. 357), being sur- 
rounded on all sides,4—Ver. 21. oi év 7. "Iovd.| refers to the Christians ; this 


1Comp. Soph. Oecd. R. 671, Oed. C. 685. 4 Wieseler, in the profound discussion in 
A kindred idea, Ex. iv. 16; Isa. xv. 19. the Gott. Vierteljahrschr. 2 Jahrg. 2 Heft, 
2 Comp, ix. 25, xvii. 83, also ¢nucodadar Thy p 210, finds in the words kvxA. vd otpatorm. 
woxynv, Mark viii. 36. «.7.A. an explanation of the pPdéAvyna Tis 
3 Zeller inthe Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 336; épnuwoews, Matt. xxiv. 15, which Luke gave 
comp. his Apostelg. p. 18 f. for his Gentile-Christian readers. He there- 


Bes 
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follows from ver. 20. —airic] has reference to Jerusalem, as subsequently 
elc avtHv. Theophylact : éxrpaymdei oby ra dewa & rére THY TéAW TepLoThoeTat 
. uh TpocdoKdtwoav, be h mbALe TeLXApye odoa duAdger avrotc, ‘‘ He pictures 
then tragically the terrible things which will then encompass the city . . . 
let them not expect that the city when it is besieged will protect them.” — 
év raic yopac} not in the provinces (de Wette), but in the fields (xii. 16), 
in contrast to the city into which one eicépyera: from the country. People 
are not to do this, but to flee.'— Ver. 22. rov rAyobjvat x,7.A.] a statement of 
the divine counsel : that all may be fulfilled which is written. Without this 
day of vengeance, an essential portion of the prophetic predictions, in which 
the desolation of the city and the country is in so many different ways an- 
nounced as a judgment, must remain unfulfilled. The prophecy of Daniel 
is, moreover, meant along with the others, but not exclusively. Comp. 
already Euthymius Zigabenus. 

Vv. 28, 24. Comp. Matt. xxiv. 19 ff.; Mark xiii. 17 ff., to both of which 
Luke is related sometimes by abridgment, sometimes by more precise state- 
ments ex eventu. [But see Note CLL, p. 534.|—’Eni ric ye] on the earth, 
without special definition (comp. v. 24, xviil. 8, xxi. 25). The latter is 
then introduced in the second member (+6 2a robré) by cai (and especially) ; 
but weyddy belongs to both.? — 76 2. r.] dependent on éoras. — Ver. 24. orépuare 
payalpac| by the mouth of the sword, Heb. xi. 34.2 The sword is poetically 
(Hom. J7. xv. 889 ; Porson, ad Hurip. Or. 1279 ; Schaefer) represented as 
a biting animal (by its sharpness ; hence way. dicrouoc, two-edged).4 The 
subject of ec. and aiypyad. is : those who belong to this people. — aiyxparor. ] 
According to Joseph. Bell. vi. 9. 2, ninety-seven thousand were taken 
prisoners, and, for the most part, dragged to Egypt and into the provinces. 
— ‘Ispovoad.] when conquered and laid waste (ver. 20), in opposition to 
Paulus, who finds merely the besetting of the city by a hostile force here ex- 
pressed. — égorat ratovuy. bird é0vév] shall be trodden under foot of the Gentiles, 
a contemptuous ill-treatment ; the holy city thus profaned is personified.® 
—dype.. . dvdr] till the times of the Gentiles shall be fulfilled, i.e., till the 
time that the periods which are appointed to the Gentile nations for the 
completion of divine judgments (not the period of grace for the Gentiles, as 
Ebrard foists into the passage) shall have run out, Comp. Rey. xi. 2. Such 


by maintains his interpretation of the 
BdéAvypa of the Roman standards, and of 


Christians to Pella (Volkmar, Huang. Mar- 
cion’s, p. 69). 


the romos dyvos, Matt. Z.c., of the environs of 
Jerusalem. Certainly our passage corre- 
sponds to the BddAvyna THs épnuoo. in Mat- 
thew and Mark. But Luke did not want to 
explain the expression of Daniel, but instead 
of it he stated something of amore general 
character, and that from his later stand- 
point, at which the time of the abomina- 
tion of desolation on the temple area must 
needs appear to him a term too late for 
flight. We have here an alteration of the 
original ex everiu. [See Note CLI, p. 584.] 
1 But the expressions are too general for 
a reference directly to the flight of the 


2 On the divine dpy7, which is punitively 
accomplished in such calamities, comp. 
1 Macc. i. 64, 11.49; 2 Macc. v. 173 Dan. 
viii. 19. 

’ Thus frequently 1 75, Gen. xxxiv. 
26; Deut. xiii. 16, and elsewhere. Comp. 
Ecclus. xxviii. 18; Judith ii. 27; 1 Macc. 
V. 28. 

4Comp. wod¢uov ordua, Hom. Jl. x. 8, xix. 
313. 

5 Comp. Isa. x. 6; 1 Macc. iii. 45 (see 
Grimm, én /oc.), iv. 60; Rev. xi.2; Philo, 
In Flace. p. 974C; Soph. Ant. 741. 
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times of the Gentiles are ended in the case in question by the Parousia (vv. 
25 f., 27), which is to occur during the lifetime of the hearers (ver. 28) 
[see Note CLIL., p. 584]; hence those xazpoi are in no way to be regarded 
as of longer duration,’ which Dorner, de orat. Ch. eschatolog. p..78, ought 
not to have concluded from the plural, since it makes no difference with re- 
spect to duration whether a period of time is regarded as unity, or according 
to the plurality of its constituent parts. In opposition to Schwegler, who 
likewise finds betrayed in the passage a knowledge of a long duration, and 
therein the late composition of the Gospel ; see Franck in the Stud. wv. Krit. 
1855, p. 847 f. Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 648, erroneously dates the 
beginning of the xa:pot édvév not from the taking of Jerusalem, supposing, 
on the contrary, the meaning to be : till the time, in which the world belongs 
to the nations, shall be at an end, and the people of God shall receive the 
dominion. In answer to this, it may be said, on the one hand, that the 
thought of the dominion of the world (according to Dan. vii. 14, 27) is a pure 
interpolation ; on the other, that the kapot é¢vév would be the «apot, which 
were familiar to all from the prophecies, and which had already begun to run 
their course, so that at the time of Jesus and long before they were regarded 
as in process of fulfilment. This isthe reason for our having oi xa:poi with the 
article (comp. xix. 44). By a perverse appeal to history, it has been ex- 
plained as having reference to the fall of heathenism under Constantine 
(Clericus), and to the conversion‘ of the heathen-world (see in Wolf ; also 
Dorner, /.c. p. 68). Comp. Lange, who suggests withal the thought of the 
Mohammedans. 

Vv. 25, 26. There now follows what should come to pass at the end of 
the said times of the Gentiles before the Parousia. Since Luke, writing in 
the time in which such xacpot éGvév are still passing, has adopted these also 
into the prophecy from the tradition expanded ex eventu, the Parousia in his 
statement could not be immediately linked on to the destruction of Jerusa- 
lem, as was the case in Mark xiii. 24, and still more definitely by means of 
ev0éwc in Matt. xxiv. 29. [See Note CLIIL., p. 535.) In the midst between 
these two catastrophes actually already came those xarpol. — ovv0 x7) Ovdv K.7.A. | 
Distress (2 Cor. ii. 4) of nations in perplexity at the roaring of the seas and 
waves. Unke alone has this fearful feature. The genitive 7yovc® (see the 
critical remarks) indicates that to which the aropia refers.° Groundlessly 
Bornemann conjectures év drewpia. The «ai ‘‘ vocem angustiorem (cdoc, break- 
ers) annectit latiori,” ‘‘ joins the more particular word (cdAoc, breakers) to the 
wider one,” Kypke. — Ver. 26. arowpuy. avOpar.| while men give up the ghost" 
4Comp. Luther’s gloss: “till the hea- 


thens shall be converted to the faith, #.e., 
till the end of the world.” 


1“Non infertur hinec, templum cul- 
tumque umbratilem instauratum iri,” “ It 
is not to be hence inferred that the temple 


and the shadowy worship was to be re- 
stored,’ Bengel. Comp. Caloy. én loc., and 
our remark after Rom. xi. 27. 

2See, for example, 2 Tim. iii.1 comp. 
with iv. 8;1 Tim. iy. 1; Eeclus. xxxix. 31; 
1 Macc. iy. 59 ; 2 Macc. xii. 30. 

3Comp. on xa:pot without the article, 
Tob. xiv.5; Acts iii. 20, 21. 


5 From the nominative 7x (not 7xos) ; 
hence not to be accented #xovs [Tisch.], 
but 7xovs [W. and Hort]. 

6 Comp. Herod. iv. 83: Tv Sxvddwv thy 
aropinv; Herodian, iy. 14.1: €v... dmopig 
TOD TpaKkTéov. 

7 Thue. i. 184. 8; Bion, i.9; Alciphr. Zp. 
ili. 72; 4 Macc. xv. 15. 
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for fear, ete. It might be taken, moreover, of mere faintness (Hom. Od. xxiv. 
248), but the stronger expression corresponds more to the progressive col- 
oring of the description. — ai yap duvdy. «.7.2.] not a clause limping after 
(de Wette), but an energetic declaration coming in at the close as to the 
cause of these phenomena. See, besides, on Matt. xxiv. 29. 

Vv. 27, 28. Comp. on ver. 27; Matt. xxiv. 30; Mark. xiii. 26. — Kai 
tore} and then; after the previous occurrence of these onueia. —apyou. dé 
tobrer| but when these begin; these appearances, ver. 25 f. They are there- 
fore not conceived of as of long continuance. -——dvakiware x.7.2.] lift your- 
selves up, raise yourselves (till then bowed down under afflictions, ver. 12 ff., 
comp. xii. 82) erect (hopefully).'—7 arodtrp. iu.) which shall follow by 
means of my Parousia. Comp. the éxdixyoue tov éxAextov, XVill. 7. 

Vv. 29-83. See on Matt. xxiv. 32-85; Mark xiii, 28-31.— 4¢’ éavrév] 
‘‘etiamsi nomo vos doceat,” ‘‘even though no one teach you,” Bengel. 
Comp. xii. 57 ; John xviii. 34, xi. 51 ; 2 Cor. 11. 5. —yvdoxere is indicative 
in ver. 30, imperative in ver. 31. 

Vy. 34-36, peculiar to Luke. ‘Eavroi¢ has the emphasis ; from the exter- 
nal phenomena the attention of the hearers is directed to themselves. The 
iuov placed first contains a contrast with others who are in such a condition 
as is here forbidden.” — Bapyféo] even in the classical writers often used of 
the psychical oppression that presses down the energy of the spiritual activ- 
ity by means of wine, sorrow, etc.* The figurative interpretation (Bleek) of 
want of moral circumspection is arbitrary. Comp. xii. 45; Eph. v.18. This 
want is the consequence of the Bap70., whereby it happens ‘‘ that the heart 
cannot turn itself to Christ’: word,” Luther, Predigt. — yepiwv. Biorixaic] 
with cares, ‘‘quae ad victum parandum vitaeque usum faciunt,” ‘‘ which 
have to do with the preparation of sustenance and with the needs of life,” 
Hrasmus.* — aigvidioc] as one who is unexpected (1 Thess. v. 3, often in Thucy- 
dides) ; thus conceived adjectivally, not adverbially.°— és tac éxcorf] 
should come upon you, which, according to the context, is conceived of as 
something sudden (comp. on ii. 9). The day is personified. — Ver. 85. dc 
mayic yap .T.A.| gives a reason for the warning kad (uArore) aipvidsoc é¢? bude 
«.T.A. [See Note CLIV., p. 535.] All the more were they to guard against 
this, as the Parousia will come upon all as a snare (Isa. xxiv. 17), thus wnod- 
served, and suddenly bringing destruction on them. This must arouse you to 
hold yourselves in readiness for it, because otherwise ye also shall be over- 
taken and hurried away by this universal sudden ruin. For the figure, 
comp. Rom. xi. 9. It is a snare which is thrown over a wild beast. — émec- 
cedeboerat| (see the critical remarks) it will come in upon all. In the doubly 


1 Comp. Dorville, ad Charit. p. 177. 

2 Comp. on these warnings the expression 
quoted by Justin, ¢. 77. 47, as a saying of 
Christ: ¢v ots av tas kataddBw, év TovToLs Kat 
«pw, **In whatever I shall find you, in 
these will I also judge you.” Similarly. 
Clem. Alex., gv/is dives salv. 40, quotes it. 

3 Hom. Qd. ili. 189; Theocr. xvii. 61; Plut. 
Aem. P. 34. See generally, Jacobs, ad An- 


thol. VI. p. 77. Onthe distinction between 
Kpairdan, giddiness from yesterday’s de- 
bauch, and pédy, see Valckenaer, Schol. 
Pp. 262. 

4Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 3; Polyb. iv. 78. 8: 
Biwtikal xpecar 3 and see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 355, 

5 See Kriiger,§ 57. 5, A 4; Winer, p. 412 
[E. T. 465). 
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compounded form (comp. 1 Macc. xvi. 16, often in the classical writers) éri 
denotes the direction, and eic the coming in from without (from heaven), — 
kaQnuévovc] not generally : who dwell, but : who sit (comp. Jer. xxv. 29), 
expressing the comfortable, secure condition. Comp. on Matt. iv. 16. Theo- 
phylact : év auepivia didyovrec kai apyia, ‘‘ passing the time in carelessness and 
idleness,” — Ver. 36. év ravi cap] belongs to deduevor. Comp. xviii. 1, 7. 
Others, as Luther and Bleek, connect it with ayp. — iva] the purpose, and 
therefore contents of the prayer. — xatioyionte] (see the critical remarks) have 
the power, be in the position. $0 «atsoy. with infinitive, Wisd. xvii. 5 ; Isa. 
xxi. 4, and often in the later Greek writers. — éxpvyeiv x.t.2.] to escape from 
all this, etc., 7.¢., in all the perilous circumstances whose occurrence I have 
announced to you as preceding the Parousia (from ver. 8 onward), to deliver 
your life, which is to be understood in the higher meaning of ver. 19. — xa? 
orabjjva: K.7.A.| and to be placed before the Messiah. This will be done by the 
angels who shall bring together the é«Aexrotc from the whole earth to the 
Messiah appearing in glory. Matt. xxiv. 31 ; Mark xiii. 27. Nothing is said 
here about standing in the judgment (in opposition to Erasmus, Beza, Gro- 
tius, Kuinoel, and many others). 

Vv. 37, 38. The discourse, begun at xx. 1, with its varied scenes, is now 
closed. There is even now a general historical communication upon those 
last days of Jesus in Jerusalem, from which it is plain that according to 
Luke He still continued to teach in the temple. There is a difference from 
Matthew (comp. Mark xiii. 1), according to.whom He is no longer in the 
temple when He delivers His eschatological discourse, and does not again 
set foot in it after xxiii. 39. [See Note CXLIX., p. 534.] —éAwév] Thus to 
be accented in this place also, See on xix. 29. —é&epyduevoc] participle 
present, because yiAifero (with eic, comp. Tob. xiv. 10) is conceived of in 
the sense of the direction : going out (from the temple into the open air) He 
went to His nightly abode on the Mount of Olives. — Ver. 38. wpOpile rpo¢ abrév] 
rose up early to resort to Him, to hear Him in the temple. Thus rightly Lu- 
ther (comp. Vulgate), Erasmus, Beza, Bengel, and many others, including 
Lange, Ewald, Bleek, and as early as Tertullian and Theophylact. Others, 
including de Wette, have : there sought Him eagerly, following LXX. Ps. 
Ixxvili. 34 ; Ecclus. iv. 12, vi. 36 (not Job. viii. 5). But the context, ac- 
cording to ver, 37, justifies only the above explanation, which, moreover, 
corresponds to the general classical usage of dpfpesw (for which, according 
to Moeris, dp6pifo is the Hellenistic form).' 


1 See Theocritus, x. 58; Eurip. 7ro. 182; Nagwp); Evang. Nicod. 15 (@p&pirav. . . eis 
Lue. Gall. i.; also the LXX.in Biel and dv otkov Nixodjmov). Comp. in general, 
Schleusner, sub voce opdpigw ; 1 Mace. iv. 52, Grimm on Wisd. vi. 14. 

vi. 33, xi, 67 (@pdpicay 7d mpwi els 70 wediov 
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Norres py American Eprror. 


CXLIX. Vv. 5-38. The Eschatological Discourse. 


On the relation of the accounts see Mark, Note LXXXII., p. 167. The re- 
port of Luke bears many marks of originality ; hence even Meyer must speak 
of ‘‘a very free reproduction from the Logia and Matthew.” As to the view 
that Luke represents this discourse as belonging to the transactions in the tem- 
ple, Godet remarks: ‘* This opinion does not agree either with vy. 5 and 6, where 
the temple buildings are contemplated by the interlocutors, which supposes 
them to be at some distance from which they can view them asa whole, or, with 
ver. 7, which conveys the notion of a private conversation between the disciples 
and the Master.’’ It may be asked : How could Luke have such an impression 
and convey it by his narrative, if he had Mark before him? The latter is most 
specific in his account of the circumstances. Weiss ed. Mey. divides Luke’s 
account very much as he does that of Mark, but connects vv. 10-19 (in which 
Luke’s account shows great independence) with the first paragraph. Vv. 8-19: 
The foretokens ; vv. 20-24: The conquest of Jerusalem ; vv. 25-33 : the Parou- 
sia; vv. 34-88 : Hortatory conclusion. 

The account of Luke applies most fully to the overthrow of Judaism and is 
less full in regard to the coming of Christ. See chap. xvii, 20-87, where there 
is much resemblance to the matter inserted by Matthew and Mark in this dis- 
course. On some of the details comp. Mark, Notes LXXXIII.-LXXXVL, p. 168. 


CL. Ver. 12. Ipo 6& tobrav k.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. does not regard this as “‘ a later modification of the tradition 
moulded efter the result,’’ but due to the fact that the persecutions predicted 
in Mark (xiii. 9-13) had already begun, and hence are placed ‘‘before.” But the 
accounts of Matthew and Mark do not contradict that of Luke. Godet’s remark 
applies here: ‘‘Can we suppose our Evangelist, to whom Jesus is the object 
of faith, allowing himself deliberately thus to put words into His mouth after 
his fancy?” Nor need we take wpé in any other than its natural sense in order 
to reconcile the statements. 


CLI. Ver. 20. “Orav 6é k.T.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. objects to the view that the discourse broken off at ver. 12 is 
here resumed. He thinks the resumption does not occur until ver. 25. As to 
Meyer’s view that Luke has altered the original ew eventu, this is objected to by 
Weiss ed. Mey. It rests upon an improper theory as to the date of the Gos- 
pel and explains nothing. ‘If Jesus really predicted, as we have no doubt He 
did, the taking of Jerusalem, the substitution of Luke’s term for the synonym 
of Daniel might have been made before the event as easily as after.” Godet, 
Luke, p. 449, Am. ed. 


CLIL. Ver. 24. dype ob x.7.A. 


On the view that the Parousia was predicted as ‘‘to occur during the lifetime 
of the hearers,” see Mark, Notes LXXXII., LXXXIII., LXXXV., LXXXVL., p. 167 
seq. On the use made of this phrase to prove that the Gospel was written after 
the destruction of Jerusalem, see Note IIT., p. 226. 


NOTES. s 535 


CLIT. Vv. 25, 26. Luke’s View of the Time of the Parousia. 


The notion that Luke has adopted the times of the Gentiles ‘‘into the proph- 
ecy from the tradition expanded ex eventu” involves a more serious difficulty 
than that which it proposes to meet. sWeiss ed. Mey. objects to Meyer’s state- 
ment in part, but apparently accepts the later moulding. Now, if Luke had be- 
fore him, as both these writers hold, the Gospel of Mark, and if, as they hold 
also, he believed in Jesus as a prophet and Redeemer, they fairly imply that 
Luke knowingly and deliberately altered a written report of our Lord’s sayings 
to suit his own afterthought respecting its correctness. This is a kind of falsifi- 
eation which, under the circumstances, is worse than falsehood, It is easier 
to believe that the other accounts admit of an interval (which has occurred) 
than to believe that Luke writes history in this way. 


CLIV. Ver. 35. o¢ mayic. 


The better attested reading (see critical note) compels us to join this phrase 
with the preceding verse ; see R. V. Weiss ed. Mey. properly objects to Mey- 
er’s statement that the verb émevoeAcioera: needs a modal qualification, Standing 
alone it is more emphatic and gives the reason for watchfulness : ‘‘for it will 
come,” ete. 
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CHAPTER XXII. 


[Vsr. 8. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BDL, Copt., have the simple 
form xadobuevov, — Ver. 4. Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., with 8 A B L, etc., 
omit toic before orpatiyoic.] — Ver. 5. apytpiov| A C K U X, min. Syr. Slav. Eus. 
Theophyl. have apytpia. See on Mark xiv. 11. — Ver. 6. kai é£wpuo.| is wanting 
in Lachm., in opposition to decisive evidence. The omission occurred the 
more readily that KAI EZ follows, and Matthew and Mark have ncthing simi- 
lar. — Ver. 10. ob] A KMPR, min, have ov é4. BCLS, Vulg. It. have 
sic 7v. So Lachm. and Tisch. As the Recepta, according to this, has prepon- 
derating evidence against it, while od éév is grammatically erroneous (édv is 
from Mark xiv. 14), we must read eic #v, instead of which was placed, in inexact 
recollection of Mark xiv. 14, ob (157 : érov). — Ver. 12. avayaiov (Elz.: avédyeor) 
is decisively attested. Comp. on Mark xiy. 15.—[Ver. 13. Tisch., recent editors, 
R. V., with 8B CDL, read eipfxes.] — Ver. 14. dddexa] is wanting in BD &, 
157, vss., and is deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. It was written in the margin 
in agreement with the parallels, and came into the text in some authorities 
alongside of aréor., in others instead of it (LU X). Comp. also on ix. 1. — Ver. 
16. ov«étc] is wanting in A B C*? HL &, min. Copt. Sahid. Vere. Epiph. 
Marcion. Rejected by Schulz, bracketed by Lachm. [Retained by Tisch., re- 
jected by W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] But how easily, being in itself super- 
fluous, it came to be overlooked between 67: and ov! If it had crept in from 
Mark xiv. 25, it would rather have found its place at ver. 18. — && aitov] airéd 
is read by Lachm., in accordance with [8] BC? L, min. Syr. Copt. Sahid. It. 
Vulg. Epiph. [So Tisch. VIII., recent editors, R. V.] The Recepta is to be 
maintained. The accusative was introduced in accordance with ver. 15. Op- 
posed to it, moreover, is the evidence of D, min. Cant., which have az’ airod, 
wherein the preposition was altered in conformity with ver. 18. —Ver. 17. A 
D K MU, min. Lachm. have 76 ror#p. The article forced itself in here from 
the form used in the Lord’s Supper (ver. 20).— [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 
BCL, Vulg., Copt., read ei¢ éavrotc, instead of éavroic, and in ver. 18, with 8 
BDL, Copt., insert ard tov viv after miw. — Vv. 19, 20. D, with a few early 
Latin mss., omit from 70 irép (ver. 19) to the close of ver. 20. W. and Hort 
bracket, comp. R. V. marg.| — Ver. 20. ocavr. x. 7. rorgp.| Tisch. has x. tT. rorgp. 
ooavt., following B L 8, Copt. Sahid.; the Recepta is from 1 Cor, xi, 25. — Ver. 
22. cai] Tisch. has 67, following B D L &, 157, Copt. Sahid. Rightly ; 67: 
dropped out before OYI (see subsequently on év), as it is still wanting in Vere. 
Cant. Or.; and then xai was interpolated as a connecting particle. — péy is, 
with Tischendorf, to be placed after vidc, following, BL T & **(D has it before 
6). The usual position before vidc is from Matthew and Mark. —In what fol- 
lows read, with Lachm. and Tisch., cata 70 épicpévov mop. The arrangement 
in the Recepta is in accordance with the parallels. — [Ver. 26. Tisch., recent 
editors, R. V., with 8 B DL, read yuwéclw, which is even more strongly at- 
tested in ver. 42.] Ver. 30, Elz. Scholz have xaficnofe. But Matth. Lachm. 


GH AP XC Te Oat 


Tisch, [R. V.] have, on preponderating evidence, xaficece [Tisch. VIII. has 
kabjoecte, W. and Hort text, with B* A, have Kabyobe|. This was changed, on ac- 
count of the construction, into the subjunctive, as though dependent on iva. — 
Ver. 32. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with B L, Copt., omit eize dé 6 Kbptoc. | — 
éxAcirg] Matth. Lachm. Tisch. have éxAiry, in accordance with BD K LMU X 
%, min.; it is accordingly to be preferred. The present offered itself more 
readily to the transcribers. But orjpicov instead of orfpieov is decisively at- 
tested (Lachm. Tisch.). — Ver. 34. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., have ov (instead 
of ov uf), with 8 BL.|] — rpiv 7] BLT 8, min.: gc. So Lachm. and Tisch. 
{recent editors, R. V.]. D has éw¢ érov ; K M X, min. have éwc ov, Moreover, 
vss. (Syr. Vulg. It. al.) have donec. piv (Q) and rpiv 7 (AEGHSU VTA A) 
were written in the margin from Matthew and Mark. —T regard éwe¢ érov or éwe ob 
as genuine. See on xxi, 24, —amapy. pi) eidévar pre] Lachm. Tisch. have pe arapy. 
eldévat, in accordance with BD LM QT X ®& [so Treg., W. and Hort, R. V., 
but Tisch. VIII. has returned to arapy. i eidévac we]. The yf was omitted as 
superfluous, but é was pushed forwards in accordance with Mark xiv. 30 (see 
thereupon the critical remarks). — Ver. 35, On decisive evidence Paddarriov is 
to be written, and in ver. 36: BaAAdvrwv.—[Ver. 36. Tisch., recent editors, 
R. V., with & B DU, Copt., read dé instead of obv.]— Ver. 37. érc] is not 
found, indeed, in ABDHULQX 8, min. vss. (except Vulg.), but after 67 its 
omission occurred too easily to be rightly suspected, according to Griesbach ; 
rejected, according to Schulz; deleted, according to Lachm. Tisch. [Treg., W. 
and Hort, R. V., Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BD L, Copt., have rd 
instead of ra.] — Ver. 42. rapeveyxetv] Lachm. has rapéveyxe [so Treg., W. and 
Hort], in accordance with B D, min. Vulg. It. mot Vind. Cant.) Syr.p Syr.e« Or. 
Dam. Tert. Ambr.; Tisch. has capevéyxat, in accordance with KLM RII 8, 
min. Both readings were meant to help out the construction in accordance 
. with Mark xiv. 36. Subsequently is to be written, with Rinck and Tisch., 
TovTo TO roTHp. The order in the Recepla, ro ror. tovro, is from the ‘parallels, — 
Vy. 43 and 44 are bracketed by Lachm., [and by W. and Hort, see R. V. marg. ]. 
They are wanting in A B RT, Sahid. and some cursives ; are marked with aster- 
isks in E S V AJ, min. ; in others with obelisks ; in the lectionaries adopt- 
ed into the section Matt. xxvi. 2—xxvii. 2 ; and as early as Epiphanius, Hilary, 
and Jerome their omission in mss. is observed. But they are already acknowl- 
edged by Justin. Iren. Hippol. Epiphan., ete. See Tisch. The verses are 
genuine. Their omission is the work of the orthodox, to whom their contents 
appeared objectionable in respect of the divinity of Christ. See already Epiph. 
Ancor. 31. According to Ewald, Luke wrote ver. 44 from the ‘‘ Book of the 
higher history” only in the margin, but ver. 43 was excluded by the compar- 
ison with Matthew and Mark. — Ver. 47. dé] has so important evidence against 
it (deleted by Lachm. and Tisch.) that it seems to be a connective addition. — 
Instead of airotc Elz. has aitov, in opposition to decisive evidence. A correc- 
tion. —[Ver. 52. Treg., W. and Hort, with 8 B D LI, have é&#A0ate, which 
Tisch. thinks is from the parallel passages. ]— Ver. 55. dydvrov] BL 'T 8, Hus. 
Tisch. have repia)drtwv ; the Recepta is a neglect of the compound verb, which 
is elsewhere foreign to the New Testament. — airév after ovyxaé. is, with Lachm. 
and Tisch., to be deleted as a frequent addition. — év péoy] Tisch. has pécoc, 
following B L T, min. The former is an interpretation. —[Ver. 58. Tisch., 
recent editors, R. V. (¥ B L) read é%7.]— Ver. 61. After gwvjoa: Tisch. has 
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onuepov, following BK LMT XIL8, min. vss. The omission came from the 
parallels. [W. and Hort, R. V., with 8 BL, have piuaroc, and, with Tisch., 
omit 6 before aAéxrwp, in ver. 60. The article is found only in min.]— Ver. 62. 
After éw, 6 Ilétpo¢ is to be maintained, against Griesb. and Tisch. [recent edi- 
tors, R. V.], although itis wanting inimportant authorities. [® BDL, Copt., 
etc.] Being troublesome, and not occurring in the parallels, it was passed 
over. —Ver. 63. Instead of qairdév, Elz. Matth. Scholz have tov ‘Iyoovv. 
The subject was written in the margin because another subject precedes. 
—Ver. 64. éurtov avtov 76 rpdowroy cai] 18 wanting in BK LMI, 
Copt. Vind. Corb. Ver. Colb. Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Rinck and 
Tisch. It is an expansion by way of a gloss, which in D, vss. is not the 
same, and which the omission of dépovrec, ver. 63, drew after it. The glossing 
process began with the writing on the margin at the first avrév: avrov To mpdcw- 
tov, aS 1, 209, vss. still read instead of aitév ; then érurtTov was added in some 
authorities before, in others after, because dépovrec was attracted to what pre- 
ceded. — Ver. 66. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B D, Or., read amq- 
yayov.| Elz. Lachm. have éavrév ; Matth. Scholz, Tisch.: avrév. [So recent 
editors, R. V., with 8 BDL, Or.] The Receptais to be retained in accordance 
with A A, min.: if was not understood. — Ver. 68. Read, with Tisch., simply 
édv dé (even Lachm, has deleted kai) épwotiow, ob uy aroKpiijre, in accordance with 
BLT 8, min. vss. Cyr. Theaddition po: 7 aroAbonre is an unsuitable expan- 
sion. — Ver. 69. After viv is to be added, with Lachm. and Tisch., dé, on de- 
cisive evidence. — Ver. 71. The order of the words, ri éte éy. wapt. ypeiav, is to 
be preferred, with Tisch., following BLT. The order in the Textus receptus, 
T. & y. €. t., is from the parallels. 


Vy. 1, 2. With more detail and definiteness Matt. xxvi. 1-5 and Mark 
xiv. 1 f. (luke follows Mark with abbreviation). — é¢of. y. tdv 2adv] the ad- 
herents that Jesus found among the people (xxi. 38) made them afraid ; 
hence they endeavored to discover ways and means to remove Him, i.¢., pé- 
Godov, Tao aveAdvtec aiTov ob Kiwvdvvebcovow, ‘‘a plan how they in killing Him 
will incur no danger,” Theophyl. 

Vy. 8-6. See on Matt. xxvi. 14-16; Mark xiv. 10f. Luke passes over 
the history of the anointing, having already related an earlier one (vii. 87). 
— eioqAGe| The part played by the devil, who ‘‘sensus omnes occupat,” 
‘“occupies all the senses” (Calvin), is conceived of as an actual intrusion, as 
eloépyecba is the word constantly used to express the intrusion of demons 
into bodies (viii. 30, 82 f., xi. 27). Comp. John xiii. 27 (in regard to John 
xili. 2, see on the passage). —’Icxap.] See on Matt. x. 4. — dvra ék Tod ap. T- 
6.|] familiar to the reader (vi. 16), but a tragic addition. — Ver. 4. roic [see 
critical note] orparnyoic] As6orpatnyéc isthe chief of all the Levitical temple 
guards (Acts iv. 1, v. 26 ; Joseph. Bell. vi. 5. 3), NIN WW WS, probably the 
leaders of the several guards who were placed under Him are here meant 
also, consequently the entire Levitical body of officers.*— Ver. 5. cvvé@evro] 
The several moments in the incident, as these are accurately traced by Luke, 
are : (1) Judas opens the correspondence, ver. 4 ; (2) they are pleased there- 


1 Comp. xtAtapxor, 3 Esdr. i. 9. See Lightfoot, p. 879. 
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at ; (3) they engage! to give him money ; and the last step is, (4) Judas makes 
his acknowledgment, promises,* and seeks henceforth a fayorable opportu- 
nity, etc. — Ver. 6. drep éxA0u] without attracting a crowd. The opposite is 
pera bxdov, Acts xxiv. 18.2 The word drep, frequently occurring in the 
poets, occurs only here and at ver. 35 in the New Testament.+* 

Vv. 7-18. See on Matt. xxvi. 17-19 ; Mark xiv. 12-16. Luke names the 
disciples, and makes Jesus take the initiative. [See Note CLYV., p.555.] The 
latter is a quite immaterial difference ; the former is a more precise state- 
ment of the later tradition, in respect of which a special tendency is as- 
sumed (Baur supposes that the two are intended to represent the Judaism 
of the older apostles). — 70] there came, there appeared the day. Comp. 
v. 35, xxiii. 29 ; Acts ii. 20, and elsewhere.®—7 juépa] not 7 éopr# again, as 
in ver. 1, because the latter denotes the whole festival, not the single day 
of the feast Gm opposition to Wieseler, Synopse, p. 397). — Ver. 11. épeire] a 
future with the force of animperative : and ye shall say. —7r6 oixodecré6ry The 
oix.] See, on such pleonastic combinations, Bornemann in loc. ; Lobeck, 
Paralip. p. 536 f. ; also Valckenaer, Schol. p. 264 f. 

Vv. 14-18. On ver. 14 comp. Matt. xxvi. 20 ; Mark xiv. 17. ‘‘ Describitur, 
vv. 15-18, quaedam quasi prolusio s. coenae, coll. Matth. xxvi. 29,” ‘‘ There 
is described (vv. 15-18) a prelude as it were to the holy supper, comp. Matt. 
xxvi. 29,” Bengel. — Ver. 15. ériOuuia érebiunoa] [have earnestly longed, Gen. 
xxxi. 80. See Winer, p. 413 [E. T. 466]. This longing rested on the fact (see 
ver. 16) that this Passover meal was actually His last, and as such was to be of 
special importance and sacredness. Thus He could only earnestly wish that 
His passion should not begin before the Passover ; hence : 
—rovro] pointing to: this, which is already there. — Ver. 16. ovxére «.7.A. | 
namely, after the present meal. — é& atroi] of the Passover. —éwe érov k.r.A.] 
till that it (the Passover) shall be fulfilled in the kingdom of God. The ration- 
alistic interpretation : ‘‘sed aliquando vos in coelo mecum gaudiis propriis 
ac summis perfruemini,” ‘‘ but you shall hereafter enjoy with me in heaven 
more intimate and supreme joy” (Kuinoel), is purely arbitrary. Jesus means 
actually a Passover (specifically such a one, not merely the Messianic feasts 
in general, Matt. viii. 11 ; Luke xxii. 30, xiv. 15) in the Messiah’s kingdom, 
which should hold the same relation to the temporal Passover as that which 
is perfect (absolute) holds to the incomplete. This corresponds to the idea 


Tpo Tov we Tabeiv. 


means here: he came near; and that at 
Matt. xxvi. 17, Mark xiv. 12, 77 mpaérn jyépe 
Tay agvuwv Means: on the day before the 
Passover. Moreover, Ewald (Gesch. Chr. 
p. 459 f.) decides that, in so faras the words 
of Luke are concerned (not also of Matthew 


1 Herod. ix. 53; Xen. Anab.i. 9. 7, Heil. iii. 
5.6; Herodian, v. 3. 23; Joseph. Antt. xiii. 
4.7; 4 Mace. iv. 16. 

2 €€wuod., spopondit,** binds himself;”’ else- 
where only the simple form is used in this 
sense, as Plat. Symp. p. 196 C; Jer. xliv. 


25; Joseph. Antt. viii. 4. 3. 

3 Comp. Hom. Zl. v. 473: dis ov arep Aawv 
moaAvy é€eev, 

4 Comp. 2 Macc. xii. 15; rarely, moreover, 
in the later Greek prose writers, as Plut. 
Num. xiv. ; Dion. Hal. iii. 10. 

5 Paschke is in error when he says, in the 
Theol. Quartalschr. 1851, p. 410 ff., that #Ave 


and Mark), the day before the Passover 
might be meant. But by év 7 édevx.7.A., as 
well as by the further course of the narra- 
tive, the day is definitely enough indicated 
as the same as in Matthew and Mark. [On 
the apparent difference as to the date of the 
Lord’s Supper, see Mark, Note XCL., p. 184.] 
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of the new world (of the droxardoracic, raduyyevecia), and of the perfected 
theocracy in the aidy péAAwv. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 29. The impersonal view 
(Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius), according to which the meaning is said to 
be : till the establishment of the kingdom shall be brought about, is an 
evasion opposed to the context. Completely without foundation, moreover, 
Schenkel says that the adoption of the Gentiles into the divine covenant is the 
fulfilment of the Old Testament Passover. — Ver. 17f. According to Luke, 
Jesus, after He had spoken quite at the beginning of the meal the words, 
vv. 15, 16, receives a cup handed to Him (de&dyevoc, not the same as AaBar, 
ver. 19), and after giving thanks hands it to the disciples that they might 
share it (the wine in it) among themselves (observe the emphatic [ei¢ éavrotc] 
éavroic), for He assures them that He should certainly not drink, etc. He 
therefore, according to Luke, declines to drink of the Passover wine, wherefore 
also in ver. 18 the absolute ov w#, but in ver. 16 the relative obkére ob uh, 18 
used. [See Note CLVTy p- 556. | 


Remarx.—Although this refusal to drink the wine, which is not to be ex- 
plained away, is in itself psychologically conceivable in so deeply moved and 
painful a state of mind, yet it is improbable in consideration of the character- 
istic element of the Passover. In respect of this, the drinking of the Passover 
wine was certainly so essential, and, in the consciousness of the person cele- 
brating the rite, so necessary, that the not drinking, and especially on the part 
of the Host Himself, would have appeared absolutely as contrary to the law, 
irreligious, scandalous, an interruption which, on the part of Jesus, can hardly 
be credible. Since then Mark and Matthew, moreover, have nothing at all 
about a refusal of the wine, but rather do not bring in the assurance, ov py Tio 
x.T.A., until the conclusion of the meal, Mark xiv. 25, Matt. xxvi. 29 ; and since 
Matthew uses the emphatic az’ apr, wherein is intimated that Jesus had just 
drunk with them once more,—the narrative of Luke, vv. 17, 18, is to be regard- 
ed as not original, and it is to be assumed that Jesus indeed spoke, vv. 15, 16, 
at the beginning of the meal (in opposition to Kuinoel and Paulus), but that 
what is found in Matt. xxvi. 29 has been removed back by the tradition on ac- 
count of the analogy of ver. 16, and placed after ver. 16, beside which ver. 17 
easily appeared as a link, without the necessity of attributing to Luke the con- 
struction of a piece of mosaic from a twofold source (as Holtzmann wishes to 
do), especially as ver. 17 is not yet the cup of the Lord’s Supper. [See Note 
CLVL, p. 556.] According to Baur, Evang. p. 482 f., Luke must have been led 
by 1 Cor. x., where, moreover, the rortjpiov tie evdoylac is emphatically placed 
first, to distinguish two acts in the Lord’s Supper (comp. also Ritschl, Huang. 
Marcion’s, p. 108), one with the leading idea of kovvwria, and the other with that 
of dvapwnow. He must have here represented the first by the help of Matt. 
xxvi. 29. He must thus probably still have expressly brought in the supposed 
leading idea of kowwvia, as Paul also has done in respect of the bread. In gen- 
eral, the use made by Luke of the Pauline Episiles, which here even Hilgenfeld 
(comp. Holtzmann, p. 237) considers as unmistakable, is quite incapable of 
proof, 


Vv. 19, 20. See on Matt xxvi. 26-28 ; Mark xiv. 22 f.; 1 Cor. xi. 28 ff. 
Luke agrees with Paul, not, however, repeating, in the case of the cup, the 
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expression rovro moveire x.t.A., Which is not found at all in Matthew and 
Mark. — 70 ixép tyov didduevov] which for your advantage (to procure your 
reconciliation and justification, and your Messianic salvation, comp. on 
Matt. xx. 28) 7s given up. The entire context suggests the qualifying clause 
ei¢ Odvarov.’ —rovTo roreire| to wit, the breaking of the bread after thanks- 
giving, and the distribution and partaking of thesame.? [See Note CLVIL., 
p- 596. | — ele tiv guj avayr.] for the remembrance of me.* See Winer, p. 188 
[E. T. 153]. It is a mistake to say that this purpose of the Lord’s Supper 
must be appropriate only to the partaking of the real body and blood of 
Christ (see Kahnis, Lehre v. Abendm. p. 87). Rather in respect of such a 
partaking that statement of purpose appears too disproportioned and weak, ‘ 
since it would already certify far-more than the remembrance ; in opposition 
to which the idea of the avauvyore of that which the symbols represent, is in 
keeping with the symbolic character of the celebration.® — Ver. 20. dcabruc] 
to wit, AaBdv evyapiorhoac Maxev aitoic. — 7d morhpiov] the cup before them. 
— pera 70 deitvioac] ‘‘facto transitu ad majora et ultima,” ‘‘the transition 
being made to what was greater and final,” Bengel. It was, to wit, the 
fourth cup which made the conclusion of the whole meal. See on Matt. 
XXVi. 27. —robro 70 rorhpiov K.7.A.] this cup is the new covenant by means of my 
blood, i.e., it is the new covenant by the fact that it contains my blood, which 
is shed for your salvation. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 25. In the wine which is 
poured into the cup Jesus sees His (atoning, Rom. iii. 25, v. 8) blood, which 
is on the point of being shed ; and because through this shedding of His 
blood the new covenant is to be established, he explains the cup, by virtue 
of its contents, as the new covenant—a.symbolism natural to the deeply- 
moved, solemn state of mind, to which no greater wrong can be done than 


1 Comp. Gal. i. 4; Rom. viii. 82; 1 Tim. ii. 
6; Tit. ii. 16. In respect of the expression, 
Wetstein justly compares Libanius, Orat. 
35, p. 705: kal TO TOma Urép Hu@v eweSwxev, and 
similar passages. 

2 On rovety, occupying the place of more 
definite verbs, which the context suggests, 
see Bornemann, and Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. 
jii. 8. 2; Schoemann, ad Js. de Ap. her. 35. 

3To lay a contrasted emphasis on éuyv 
(not in remembrance of the deliverance from 
Egypt; so Lindner, Avendin. p. 91 f., and 
Hofmann, Schrifibew. Il. 2, p. 218) is mis- 
taken, because not suggested in the con- 
text. See Rickert, Abend. p. 200 f. 

4Kahnis says: ‘‘Only when body and 
blood are essentially present and essentially 
living can the remembrance of the death 
which they have passed through and swal- 
lowed up in victory and life be made prom- 
inent as a separate point, without giving 
rise to a feeble and bungling tautology.” 
But the point on which stress is laid in this 
assertion, ‘‘ which they have passed through 
and swallowed up in victory and life,” does 
not in reality appear at all there, but is 


added in thought and read into the passage. 
Rightly does Keim bring forward in the 
Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1859, p. 94, that the 
significance of the last supper as @ remem- 
brance cannot be maintained together with 
the orthodox interpretation of the words of 
institution. He aptly shows that the sym- 
bolical understanding of the words of insti- 
tution, ‘‘ this is,”’ etc., is the correct one, 
and comes to the conclusion that the essen- 
tial actual body was spiritually represented 
by the word to faith, but was not bodily 
given in corporeal presence to every recip- 
ient. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 26, and on 1 
Cor. xi. 24. How even Kahnis subsequently 
gave up the orthodox doctrine of the Lord’s 
Supper, see in his Dogmat. I. p. 616 ff. But 
how eyen to this day the Catholics make 
out the continuity of the sacrifice of Jesus 
by the priests, see in Déllinger, Christenth. 
und Kirche, p. 88, and Schegg. 

5 Plat. Phaed. p. 74 A: thy avdpyynow civar 
ev ab opotwy, Comp, Justin, Ap. I. 66, 
where it is said of the cup: eis avdpuvyoev Tod 
almaros avTov, 
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is perpetrated by the controversies about the est, which Luke has not at all ! 
Paul, in 1 Cor. xi. 25, inserts éoriy after diafjxn, and consequently also, in 
so far as the passage before us is concerned, forbids the affixing év 76 aipari 
pov to 7) Kay drabhxn, a8 many of the older (not Luther ') and of the more 
recent writers (not Kahnis, Osiander, Riickert, p. 232) do. So also even 
Ebrard (d. Dogma vom heil. Abendm. I. p. 113), who, besides, lays an em- 
phasis upon pov not belonging to it, at least according to the expression of 
Luke, when he interprets the passage: ‘‘the new covenant made in my 
blood, not in the sacrificial blood of the Old Testament.” — 7 kaw drabpxn| 
opposed to the old Mosaic covenant, whose condition was the fulfilling of 
the law (in the new: faith). See on 1 Cor. xi. 25.—7d.. . éxyuvdpevor] 
belongs, although in the nominative, to r@ aiuaté pov, as an epexegetical 
clause. The abnormal use of the case is occasioned by the fact that, accord- 
ing to ver. 19, the idea prevails : that the cup (in respect of its contents) is 
the blood of the new covenant which is shed. Consequently 7d . . . éxyv- 
vouevov is applied to 76 aiyarti ov because 7d aid ov has floated before the 
mind of the speaker as the logical predicate, even although it did not become 
the grammatical predicate. Thus the nominatival expression more emphat- 
ically brings into prominence what is declared of the blood (7d . . . éyvv.) 
than would be the case if it were joined on in the dative. Comp. Jas. iii. 
8 (where eor? tod is joined to the logical subject yAécoa, which, however, 
is not the grammatical subject).? According to Baur’s view, 7d... éxyouvdp. 
comes back to a very awkward transposition of the words from Matt. xxvi. 
28. Comp. also Riickert, p. 208, and Bleek and Holtzmann. LErroneously 
Euthymius Zigabenus, Calovius, Jansen, Michaelis, and others, including 
Bornemann, read : ‘‘ poeulum, quod in vestram salutem effunditur,” “the cup, 
which is poured out unto your salvation.” What is this supposed to mean ? 
Calovius answers : ‘‘Dicitur effusum pro nobis propter sanguinem, quem 
Christus mediante poculo praebebat,” ‘‘It is said to be poured out for you 
on account of the blood, which Christ was proffering by means of the cup.” 
A forcible dislocation which, moreover, occurs in other old dogmatical 
writers, Chemnitz, Gerhard, and others. See Kahnis, Abendm. p. 103. This 
reference to the cup appeared to give a support to the explanation of the 
actual blood. 


Remarn.—In the words of institution all four narrators vary from one 
another, although not essentially, which serves to prove that a mode of formu- 
lating them had not yet taken any fixed shape. Luke agrees the most closely 
with Paul, which is explained by his relation to him. The Pauline narrative, 
however, attains great weight, indeed, through his éyo ydp rapéAaBov and tov 
kupiov, 1 Cor. xi. 23 (see on the passage), and the ministry of the apostle makes 
it conceivable how his formula might fix itself lturgically ; this, however, does 
not prevent our recovering the most primitive form of the words of Jesus in 
the simple narrative of Mark, which gradually underwent expansions, [See 


1%n his Gr. Bekennin.: “for the reason 14 ; Kiihner, § 677 ; Winer, pp. 471, 473 [E. T. 
that Christ’s blood is there.”’ 583, 635 f.]. 
2 Rey. iii. 12, viii. 9; Mark xii. 40; Johni. 
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Note CLVIIL., p. 556.] Wilke, Urevang. p. 142, is wrong in regarding ver, 20 in 
Luke as a later addition. The first distribution of the cup, ver. 17, does not 
indeed yet belong entirely to the Lord's Supper, and as yet has no symbolism. 
According to Ewald (see his Jahrb. II. p. 194 f£.), the agreement between Luke 
and Paul is explained by the fact that both have in this particular used one 
source (the oldest Gospel, probably composed by Philip the evangelist). But 
in general there is no proof of Paul’s having made use of a written Gospel ; 
neither in particular is the passage in 1 Cor. xi. 23, éy® ydp mapéAaBov ard tov 
kupiov, in any way favorable to that supposition. 


Vv. 21-23. Luke has this reference to the traitor (which, according to 
Luke, diverges from all the rest, without any more precise statement) in a 
wrong position, where it probably has been placed by way of transition to the 
following dispute about precedence. [See Note CLIX., p. 556.] According to 
Matt. xxvi. 21 ff., Mark xiv. 18 ff., it is to be placed at the beginning of the 
meal,and that in such a manner that the departure of Judas ' ensued before the 
institution of the Lord’s Supper ; comp. on Matt. xxvi. 25, and see the re- 
mark after John xiii. 88. — rAgv] notwithstanding, although my blood is shed 
for you. Not a limitation of the irép duov (Hofmann), but, without such a 
reflection, a contrast to that love which is on the point of offering its own 
life. In spite of this 7/4, which carries on the Lord’s discourse, to place 
the departure of the traitor, even according to Luke, before the Lord’s Sup- 
per, is only possible to the greatest harmonistic arbitrariness, in respect of 
which, indeed, the statement that Luke does not relate according to the or- 
der of time (Hbrard, p. 522 ; Lichtenstein, p. 401) is the most convenient 
and ready resource. — 7 yelp x.t.A.| The hand of my betrayer, etc. It was still 
on the table (éx? rie tparétnc), after the eating of the bread, for the sake of par- 
taking of the cup (ver. 20), and Jesus mentions the hand as the correlative of 
the idea rapadidéva. There is contained therein a tragic feature. — Ver. 22. érz 
6 vidc jay (See the critical remarks) «.r.2. discloses the objective ground of 
this mournful experience, ver, 21—to wit, the divine appointment of the 
death of the Messiah, which none the less (xAjy oda «.7.A.) leaves the person 


concerned under the imputation (of the subjectively free action). — Ver. 23. 
ovtyteiv, to confer, disputare, and rpd¢ éavtobc, among themselves, as Mark i. 
27. —rovro] t.¢., the rapadiddva. With the emphasis of horror rovro is placed 


before the governing verb. On xpdocew of traitorous transactions, comp. 
Thucyd. iy. 89. 3, 110. 2. 

Vv. 24-30. Earlier fragments of discourses (Matt. xx. 25 f., xix. 28 ; comp. 
Mark x. 42 ff.), for whose appropriateness in this place the occasion narrated 
by Luke, éyévero 02 cal grdoveckia év ait., is neither psychologically probable, 
nor is it, from an historical point of view, adequately accounted for. [See 
Note CLIX., p. 556.] Many have considered ver. 24 ff. as giving occasion to 
the footwashing (Paulus, Kuinoel, Sieffert, Lange, and others, including 
Strauss), which, however, would have any probability only if Luke placed 


1 According to Schenkel, Jesus allowed against all external ecclesiastical discipline 
Judas to take part in the Lord’s Supper, (eyen against confession) ! 
which (he thinks) is a conyincing proof 
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the contest about precedence at the beginning of the meal. Nay, the already 
past footwashing, which, according to John, is to be assumed, only makes 
the situation of this contest about precedence in Luke still more improbable. 
That, moreover, only the association of ideas between the questions of ver. 23 
and ver. 24 caused Luke to insert here this contest about precedence (Strauss, 
I. p. 723 f. ; Holtzmann) is the more unfounded that Luke has already at 
ix. 46 related one dispute about precedence. Rather, he must have followed 
a definite tradition, which certainly may have taken its rise from the idea 
embodied in the story of the footwashing, and may have attracted here into 
a wrong position what is historically earlier. — 62 kai} but also, in addition 
to that ovtyreiv. — doxei] is esteemed, Gal. ii. 6. Bengel well says: ‘‘ Quis sit 
omnium suffragiis,” ‘‘ Who may be with the voice of all.” — pe(Cwr] of higher 
rank ; to regard év rH Bacdeia THv oipavdv as understood (Kuinoel and others) 
is an arbitrary proceeding, according to Matt. xviii. 1. Comp: on ix. 46 ; 
Mark ix. 83. — Ver. 25. trav evar] of the Gentiles. — ol éovarat. ait. | These 
are the magnates (Matt. xx. 25), rulers of the Gentiles after their kings. — 
evepyéra, a title of honor : benefactors, i.e., of great merit in respect of the 
state, possibly in respect of the government (Herod. viii. 85).’ Similarly our 
‘¢ Hxcellencies.” — Ver. 26. ovy otrwc] It is sufficient to supply éoré (others 
take roveire). See what follows. Ye are not to be thus, as that one should 
let himself be distinguished in rank from the others. — 6 peifwv] not : ‘qui 
cupit maximus esse,” Kuinoel, but : he that is greater among you, who really 
is so, let him condescend so as to place himself on an equality with the 
younger, and claim no more than he. 6 vedrepoc does not mean the less, and 
does not refer to one in the circle of the twelve, but it means one who is 
younger than the others, and denotes a believing youth. It must be supposed 
that such were present, performing the service. Comp. the parallel dvaxovév. 
See also Acts v. 6, 10. —6 #yotpevoc] he who rules, standing at the head.? 
This use, moreover, is so frequent among the Greek writers,* and the desig- 
nation is so general, that the expression does not need to be derived actually 
from later times (Lipsius, de Clem. Rom. Hp. p. 29). — Ver. 27. To this con- 
descending renunciation my example engages you. For although I stand to 
you in the relation of the dvaxeiuevoc to the duaxdvoce, yet I bear myself in the 
midst of you no otherwise than as if I were your servant. The reference to 
the footwashing, which has been here assumed (even by de Wette and Bleck), 
could not be expected by Luke to be discovered by any reader. It is, more- 
over, superfluous ; for the present repast might of itself give sufficient occa- 
sion for the designation of the relation by means of avaxeiu. and didkov., and 
Jesus was in the highest sense of self-surrender actually the didxovoc of His 
disciples, as this found its indelible expression just at this time in the dis- 
tribution of the last supper. Comp. Matt. xx. 28. — év yécw iuov] more sig- 


1Comp. evepyérnv amoypadjvet, Herod. 2Comp. Matt. ii. 6; Acts xv. 22; Heb. 
viii. 85; Thue. i. 129. 8; Xen. Pep. Ath. iii. xiii. 7, 17, 24; 8 Esdr. viii. 44; 1 Macc. ix. 30, 
11; Lys. pro Polystr. 19. Wnbigerdat ru evep- and elsewhere. 
yeotav, Dem. 475. 10; Wolf, Zent. p. 282; 3 Dem. 654. 22; Soph. Phil. 886; Polyb. i. 
Meier, de prowenia, Hal. 1843, p. 10,15; Her- 15. 4, 81. 1, iii. 4. 6; Herodian, vii. 1. 22; Lu- 
mann, Staatsallerth. § 116. 6. cian, Alex. 44; Diod. Sic. i. 72. 
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nificant (in the midst of you) than év tuiv ; He did not separate Himself from 
them as one more distinguished than they. — Ver. 28. teic dé x.7.A.] in order 
now, after this humiliation of His disciples’ desire of precedence, to induce 
them to seek their true exaltation, to wit, by means of the assurance of their 
future dominion and honor in the hingdom of the Messiah, He proceeds in 
such a way as to contrast with His relation to them (éya 02 év pécw budv, Ver. 
27) their relation to Him (iusic 08 . . . per éuov), as the recompense of which 
Tie then assures to them the Messianic glory : But ye are they who have con- 
tinued with mein my temptations, etc. Erasmus aptly paraphrases the zezpa- 
guobe : **quibus pater coelestis voluit exploratam ac spectatam esse meam 
obedientiam,” ‘‘ with which the Heavenly Father willed that my obedience 
should be established and proved.” These were the many injuries, perse- 
cutions, snares, perils of life, etc. (comp. Heb. ii. 18, iv. 15), for the bitter 
experience of which neither revpacude nor diauévew are expressions too strong 
(in opposition to de Wette) ; the former in respect of its relative idea being 
not too strong, nor the latter, if we consider the contrast of the Messianic 
anticipations of the time. — Ver. 29. kay] and I, on my part, as a recom- 
pense for it. — dvaribeuar] [ ordain for you (herewith) dominion, as my Father 
(in His counsel known to me) has ordained for me dominion—both in the king- 
dom of the Messiah. {aov2. belongs to both verbs, not merely as a parenthesis, 
so that wa x.7.A. contains the object of dvarifeua: tu. (Ewald, Bleek, and 
others), since ver. 30 contains the idea of the cuuBaciAevew. — duarif. is not said 
of testamentary appointment,’ since the same meaning could not be retained 
in the second member, but in general dispono, T ordain for you.? On the idea, 
comp. 2 Tim. ii. 12. — Ver. 30. wa] purpose of this assignment of dominion. 
éxt rt. tpar. p.| at the table takes place the eating and drinking. Comp. 
ver. 21. This is said not merely of the Messianic Passover (vv. 16, 18), but 
of the Messianic table fellowship in general. Comp. xiii. 29 ; Matt. viii. 
11. —According to the reading xaficeche (see the ¢ritical remarks), the con- 
struction of the iva does not run on, but the saying is promissory: and ye 
shall sit, etc., whereby this highest point comes forward more emphatically 
than if the future were made dependent on iva (as is done by Buttmann, 
Neut. Gr. p. 202 [E. T. 234]). —ért @pdvav] dddexa is not added, as in Matt. 
xix. 28, on account of Judas. Christ is the divine Lord-superior of the 
BaciAeia till the consummation of all things (1 Cor. xv. 28), and gives to His 
disciples a share therein. 
Vy. 31-34. The conversation with Peter concerning his denial is found 
in John also at the supper, while Matthew and Mark, on the other hand, 
‘place it on the way to Gethsemane. But how possible it is that the momen- 
tous word, which had already been spoken at the supper, was returned to 
again on the journey by night ! so that in this way both narratives are cor- 
rect in regard to the point of time. [See Note CLX., p. 556.] The words 
addressed to Peter in ver. 31 f. are peculiar to Luke, and are so character- 
istic in substance and in form, that they seem to be original, and not the 


1 Er. Schmid, Alberti, Krebs; see Plat. 22 Chron. vii. 18; Gen. xv. 18; 1 Macc. i. 
Leg. ii. p. 922 B, E, 923 C; Dem. 1067. 1; 11; Xen. Cyr. y. 2. 9, and elsewhere. 
Joseph. Antt. xiii. 16.1; Arist. Pol. ii. 9. 
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offspring of tradition. The words ele 62 6 «hpiog (which, nevertheless, are 
not found in BLT, Copt. Sahid., and are hence suspicious [see critical 
note], and deleted by Tischendorf), if they are genuine, separate what fol- 
lows from what precedes as a special opening of a discourse the occasion of 
which Luke does not state, and probably, moreover, could not, and hence 
the question at issue cannot be decided. — Yivor, Sizer] wrgently warning, 
as x. 41; Acts ix. 4. —é&yrhoato tudc] he has demanded you (thee and thy 
fellow-disciples) for himself, longed for you into his power, sibi tendendos 
postulavit ; namely, from God, as he once did in the case of Job (Job 1.)." 
The compound ééyr. refers to the contemplated surrender out of God’s power 
and protection.? Moreover, the meaning is not to be reduced to a mere 
“imminent vobis tentationes,” ‘temptations are imminent for you” (Kuinoel), 
but the actual will of the devil (6 yap d1aBorocg moAdbe éxéxerto Cyreiv buac exBareiv 
The éune oropyne Kat mpoddbtac arodeiEa, ‘‘ for the devil greatly presses in seek- 
ing to cast you out of my love and to prove you traitors,” Theophylact), 
which is known to Jesus, is by Him declared, and only the form of the 
expression by means of é&yr#oaTo is, in allusion to the history of Job, 
figurative, so that the meaning is : The devil wishes to have you in his 
power, as he once upon a time asked to have Job in his power. —row cuvacar] 
so far as the ancient Greek writers are concerned, the verb oudfo* is 
not to be found; but according to Photius, p. 512, 22, Hesychius, 
Suidas, and the Greek Fathers,* the meaning is without doubt : im order to 
sift you (Kookwvebewv) 3 civiov yap mapa Tice KaAsital TO Tap’ Hiv KboKLvor, év @ 6 
citoc THOe KaKeice petadepbuevoe Tapdcoera, ‘‘for among some that is called 
civiov, Which is with us a steve, into which the wheat is transferred and there 
shaken,’? Euthymius Zigabenus. The point of comparison is the tapdccew 
which puts to the test. As the wheat in the sieve is shaken backwards and 
forwards, and thus the refuse separates itself from the grains, and falls out ; 
so Satan wishes to trouble you and toss you about (by vexations, terrors, 
dangers, afflictions), in order to bring your faithfulness to me to decay. — 
Ver. 32. éyo dé] spoken in the consciousness of the greater power which He 
by His prayer has in opposition to the demand of Satan. ‘‘ Ostenderat peri- 
culum, ostendit remedium,” ‘‘ He has shown the peril, He shows the 
remedy,” Maldonatus. — rep? cot] Comp. previously tuac ; ‘‘ totus sane hic 
sermo Domini praesupponit, Petrum esse primum apostolorum, quo stante 
aut cadente ceteri aut minus aut magis periclitarentur,” ‘‘this entire dis- 
course of the Lord truly presupposes, that Peter is first of the Apostles, by 
whose standing or falling the others would be more or less put to the test,” 
Bengel. Jesus here means a more special intercession than in John xvii. 15. 
—iva pn txdrsizg «.7.2.| that thy faith in me cease not, that thou mayest not 


be unfaithful, and fall away from me, 


1 A similar allusion to the history of Job 
may be found in the Test. XII. Patr. 


p. 729: eav Ta mvevpara ToD Bedtap eis macav 


Trovyplay SAtWbews eEartHowvTar vmas, Comp. 
Const. Apost. vi. 5, 4. 
2Comp. Herod. i. 74: od yap... e&edidov 


Tovs SKVdas eEautéovTt Kvakdpet ; Plat, Menex. 


Jesus knows this prayer is heard, in 


p. 245 B ; Polyb. iv. 66. 9, xxx. 8. 6. 

3 Ignatius, Smyrn. Interpol. %, has cvvea- 
od7jvat, plainly in reference to the passage 
before us. 

4 See Suicer, Zhes. Il. p. 961 f.; van Hen- 
gel, Annot. p. 31 f. 
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spite of the temporary unfaithfulness of the denial, the approaching occur- 
rence of which He likewise knows. ‘‘ Defecit in Petro 7 évépyeva tH¢ rlotewc 
ad tempus,” ‘‘ There was lacking in Peter ‘ the inworking of faith’ for the oc- 
casion,” Grotius. Therefore He goes on : and thou at a future time (kat of, 
opposed to the éya dé), when thou shalt be converted (without figure : resipueris, 
eravogoac, Theophylact), strengthen thy brethren (thy fellow-disciples) ; be 
their support, which maintains and strengthens them, when they become 
wavering in their faith. Even here we have the dignity and duty of the 
primate, which was not to cease through the momentary fall. For the idea 
of ornpifew, see especially Acts xiv. 22.1. According to Bede, Maldonatus, 
Grotius, Bengel, van Hengel, Annot. p. 1 ff., Ewald, and others, éxiorp. is a 
Hebraism (23W) : rursus, vicissim, so that the meaning would be : what I 
have done to thee, do thou in turn to thy brethren. This is contrary to the 
usus loguendi of the New Testament (even Acts vii. 42, xv. 36). But it is 
inconsistent with the context when Wetstein takes émiorp. actively: ‘‘ con- 
vertens fratres tuos,” ‘‘ converting thy brethren,” since Jesus has the fall of 
Peter (ver. 34) in His view. — Ver. 833 f. Comp. on Matt. xxvi. 32-85 ; 
Mark xiv. 20-31. The émiorpéwbac provoked the self-confidence of the apostle. 
— pera cov] stands with passionate emphasis at the beginning ; ék roAAqe 
ayarn¢g Opacbvera Kat brioyveita Ta Téwo abt adbvara, ‘‘from much love he is 
emboldened and promises what was meanwhile impossible for him,” Theo- 
phylact. —Tlérpe] not Siwov this time. The significant name in contra- 
diction with the conduct. — uw] after arapy., as xx. 27. 

Vy. 35-88. Peculiar to Luke, from tradition or from some other unknown 
source. But the utterance itself is in respect of its contents so remarkably 
significant, that we are bound to hold by its originality, and not to say that 
it was introduced into this place for the sake of explaining the subsequent 
stroke with the sword (Schleiermacher, Strauss, de Wette), or the reason 
why Judas is afterwards represented as appearing with armed men (Holtz- 
mann). {See Note CLXL, p. 556 seq. |] —x«a? eixev avroic] A pause must be sup- 
posed as occurring before what follows, the connection of the thought being : 
not without reason have I uttered words so momentous (vv. 31-84), for now 
your position, when I am no more with you, will be entirely different from 
what it was formerly ; there comes for you the time of care for yourselves 
and of contest !— dre aréorecda x.7.2.] ix. 3; comp. x. 4. — Ver. 36. odv] in 
consequence of this acknowledgment. [But see critical note. ] — apdrw] not : 
“tollat, ut emat gladium,” ‘‘ let him take it that he may buy a sword” (Kras- 
mus, Beza, and others), but : lethim takeit up, in ordertobear it. Therepre- 
sentation of the thought now refers to the time when ye can no more be uncon- 
cerned about your maintenance, but must yourselves care for it in the world 
which for you is inhospitable.— kai 6 uy Eywr] to wit, BadAdvriov Kai ripav. The 
contrast allows nothing else. [See Note CLXI., p. 556 seq.] Hence péyawpav 
is erroneously suggested as implied (Beza, Jansen, Paulus, Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius, Lange, Ewald, Bleek, and others), and equally erroneously is the general 
reference suggested ; he who is without means (Kuinoel, Olshausen, Schegg). 


1 On the form or%picor, see Winer, p. 82 [E. T. 89]. 
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Jesus means to say, how farmore necessary still than purse and scrip, nay, even 
more necessary than the upper garment, should now be to them a sword, for de- 
fence and protection against hostile attacks. But observe in this'connection 
(1) that He wishes for the purchase of the sword, not by those merely who have 
no purse and knapsack, but, on the contrary, whilst He requires it of these, yea, 
requires it with the sacrifice of the cloak, otherwise so needful, yet He regards 
it as a self-evident duty on the part of those who have the means for the 
purchase. The form of His utterance is a parallelism, in which the second 
member supplements and throws a new light upon the first. (2) Neverthe- 
less Jesus does not desire that His disciples should actually carry and use 
the sword (Matt. xxvi. 52), but He speaks in such a manner as jiguratively 
to represent in what a hostile relation they should henceforth find the world 
arrayed against them, and what resistance and struggle on their part would 
now be necessary in their apostolic missionary journeys. That the discourse 
is in reference to these is clearly proved by Bad2Aavr. and ripav, in opposition 
to Olshausen, who perversely allegorizes the whole passage, so that BadAdvr. 
and rfp. are taken to signify the means for the spiritual life, and way. the 
sword of the Spirit, Eph. vi. 17 (comp. also Erasmus). — Ver. 37. A con- 
firmation of the 4424 viv «.r.A. For since, moreover, that (‘‘ etiamnum hoc 
extremum post tot alia,” ‘‘yet this at last after so many others,” Bengel) 
must still be fulfilled on me which is written in Isa. liii. 12 ; so ye, as my 
disciples, cannot expect for yourselves anything better than what I have 
announced to you, ver. 36. The cogency of the proof follows from the pre- 
supposition that the disciple is not above his’) master (Matt. x. 24 f.; John 
xv. 20). Onthe dei of the divine counsel, comp. Matt. xxvi. 54 (Acts ii. 
28), and observe how inconsistent therewith it is to regard the passion of 
Jesus as a fortuitous occurrence (Hofmann). — kai peta dv. édoy.] Kai, and, 
adopted together with the rest as a constituent part of the passage quoted. 
The completion (the Messianic fulfilment, xviii. 31) of the prophecy began 
with the arrest (ver. 52), and comprehended the whole subsequent treat- 
ment until the death.—xad yap rad rep? éuod rér. exer] for, moreover, that 
which concerneth me has come to an end ; i.e., for, moreover, with my destiny, 
as with the destiny of him of whom Isaiah speaks, there is anend. Observe 
that Jesus did not previously say 7d ei¢ gué yeypapuévov x.7.A. or the like, but 7d 
yeyp. Osi TeAcol. év éuoi, so that He does not explain the passage immediately of 
Himself (Olshausen), but asserts that it must be fulfilled in Him, in respect of 
which itis plain from kat yap «.r.2. that He conceived of another asthe subject 
of the first historical meaning of the passage (whom ? is another question, 
comp. Acts viil. 34), of whom He was the antitype, so that in Him is found the 
antitypal historical fulfilment of that which is predicted in reference to the 
servant of God.'! Most commentators (Euthymius Zigabenus, Luther, Beza, 
Calvin, Bengel, and many others, including Kuinoel, Olshausen, de Weite, 
Bleck) read : for, moreover, that which is written of me, like other prophecies, 
is about to be accomplished, as though yeypaupéva formed part of the sentence, 


10On ré& wept e400, see Kiihner, II. p. 119; p. 3920; Dem. 982. 4, and the examples from 
on tédos exet, Mark iii, 26; Plat. Pol. iii. Xenophon in Sturz, TY. p. 275. 
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as at xxiv. 44, or flowed from the context, as at xxiv. 27. Comp. Fritzsche, 
ad Rom, II. p. 380. But what anugatory argument ! and what is the mean- 
ing of the «ai (which certainly most of them leave wholly unnoticed), since, 
indeed, itis just the Messianic prophecies which constitute the main sub- 
stance of prophecy, and do not come in merely by the way ?— Ver. 88. The 
disciples, not understanding the utterance about the sword, imagined that 
Christ required them to have swords actually’ ready for defence from im- 
pending violence. Peter had one of the two swords (ver. 50). They may 
have been worn on the last journey, or even on account of the risk of these 
days they may have been first procured with a view to circumstances that 
might occur. Butcher's knives (from the cutting up of the lamb, as supposed 
by Euthymius Zigabenus, following Chrysostom) they could not be, accord- 
ing to ver. 36, although the word, so early as the time of Homer (Déderlein, 
Glossar. I. p. 201 f£.), but never in the New Testament, has this significa- 
tion. — ixavéy éorz] a gentle turning aside of further discussion, with a touch 
of sorrowtul irony : it is enough! More than your two swords ye need not ! 
Comp. Castalio on the passage. The disciples, carrying out this idea, 
must have at once concluded that Jesus had still probably meant something 
else than an actual purchase of swords, ver. 36.° The significance of the an- 
swer so conceived gives to this view the preference over the explanation of 
others (Theophylact, Calovius, Jansen, Wolf, Bisping, Kuinoel) : enough of 
this matter! Compare the Rabbinical 7°71 in Schoettgen, p. 314 ff. Ols- 
hausen and de Wette combine the two, saying that Jesus spoke in a two- 
fold sense; comp. Bleek. Without sufficient reason, since the setting aside 
of the subject is found also in our view.—Boniface vin. proves from the 
passage before us the double sword of the papal sovereignty, the spiritual 
and temporal jurisdiction! ‘‘ Protervum ludibrium,” ‘‘ Wanton mockery ” 
(Calvin). 

Vy. 39-46. See on Matt. xxvi. 36-46 ; Mark xiv. 32-42. The originality 
is on the side of Matthew and Mark. Luke by condensing disturbs the 
clearness of the single narrative, and mixes up with it legendary elements. 
— Ver. 40. éx? rot rérov] at the place whither He wished to go,—had arrived 
at the spot.* — rpooebyeobe, «.7.4.| which Matt. xxvi. 41 and Mark xiy. 38 do 
not insert till later. Luke abbreviates, but to the prejudice of the appro- 
priateness of the narrative. He is not to be supposed capable of having 
confounded the prayer of Jesus (Matt. xxvi. 36) with that of the disciples 
(de Wette).— 41. airéc] He on His part, in contrast with the disciples, — 
areordobn| Avulsus est, Vulgate ; He was drawn away from them, not invol- 
untarily, but perchance in the urgency of Lis emotion, which forced Him to 
be alone, so that He, as it were, was forcibly separated from His disciples, 


1 Schleiermacher even has forced this mis- sake of the gospel, and to bear the cross ; 


understanding (L. J. p. 417 f.) to a ground- 
less combination; namely, that Jesus 
wished the swords for the case of an wno/- 
Jicial assault. 

2 Comp. Luther’s gloss : “It is of no more 
avail to fight with the bodily sword, but 
henceforth it is of avail to suffer for the 


for the devil cannot be fought against with 
steel, therefore there is need to venture all 
onthat, and only to take the spiritual 
sword, the word of God.” 

3 On yiveodar in the sense of come, see 
Nagelsbach, Anm. 2. Ilias, ed. 3, p. 295. 
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with whom He otherwise would have remained.! It might indeed also 
mean simply : secessit (Kuinoel, de Wette, Bleek, and many others); comp. 
2 Mace. xii. 10, 17; Xen. Anabd. ii. 2. 12; but the above view explains the 
choice of the word, which is not elsewhere used in the New Testament for 
the frequent idea, ‘‘ He withdrew Himself.” — cei Albov Boagr’] a distance of 
about a stone’s throw, therefore not so far that He could not be heard by the 
disciples in the still night.?— Ver. 42. ei BobAec mapeveyxeiv x.7.A.] if Thow 
art willing to bear aside (Mark xiv. 36) this ewp from me.— The apodosis 
(rapéveyxe) is in the urgency of the mental excitement suppressed by the fol- 
lowing thought (comp. xix. 41). The momentary longing after deliverance 
yields immediately to unconditional submission.*— éAjua] not PBovrg or 
BobAnua, which would not have been appropriate to yov. Comp. on Matt. i. 
19 ; Eph. i. 11. — Ver. 48. The appearance of the angel, understood by Luke 
historically and externally (o¢0y az’ ovpavov), is by Olshausen (see, in answer 
to him, Dettinger in the Tid. Zeitschr. 1838, p. 46 f.) erroneously taken as 
an internal phenomenon (but see i. 11, xxiv. 34 ; Acts ii. 8, vil. 2, 30, ix. 
17, xvi. 9, xxvi. 16), and interpreted as signifying an ‘‘influx of spiritual 
powers.” But of the strengthening itself is not tobe made a bodily invigora- 
tion, as at Actsix. 19 (Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 891; Schege), but it is 
to be left as an enhancement of spiritual powers,* as, according to the just 
narrated prayerful disposition, the context suggests. His submission to the 
Father’s will, just expressed in the prayer, was the subjective condition of 
this strengthening, and on this submission being manifested the strengthen- 
ing was objectively effected by the angel. Thus the narrative of Luke ; 
but the circumstance that neither Matthew (John does not give the narra- 
tive of the agony at all) nor Mark relates this singular and remarkable 
angelic strengthening, although the latter would have had the testimony of 
Peter on his side, authorizes all the more the view of a legendary origination 
of the narrative,® the nearer the decisive resolve of Jesus (whether regarded 
in itself, or as compared with the history of the temptation and such expres- 
sions as Johni. 52) approached to such an increase of strength, which 
decisive resolve, however, in the tradition took the shape of an external 
fact perceived by the senses. [See Note CLXII., p. 557.] Dettinger, Lc. ; 
Ebrard, p. 528 ; Olshausen, Schege ; Lange also, L. J. Il. 8, p. 1430, and 
others, adduce insufficient grounds in favor of the historical view. The 
older dogmatic devices to explain the manner in which this strengthening 
came about, wherein orthodoxy comforted itself with the doctrine of the 


xévwotc, ay be seen in Calovius, — Ver. 44. Further particulars. 


1 Ancient scholium on Soph. Aj. 1003, 
amoomayv TO Bralms xXwpigery Ta KEeKoAANMEVa, 
Comp. Acts xxi. 1, and the passages in 
Kypke, also Pflugk, ad Hur. Hec, 225. 

2 On the expression, comp. JJ. xxiii. 529; 
Thue. v. 65.1; LXX. Gen. xxi. 16. On the 
accusative of measure, see Kiihner, § 556. 

3 See Winer, p. 529 [E. T. 600]; Buttmann, 
p. 339 [E. T. 396]. 

4 Theodore of Mopsuestia (ed. Fritzsche, 


Accord- 


p. 16) says: SeAce tov Sdvarov Kata dvou ave 
Opwmov Kal evXETaL Kal eviaXVETaL Vd ayyédov, 
“He fears death according to the nature of 
men and prays, and is strengthened by an 
angel.” 

SGabler in Theolog. Journ. 1. pp. 109 ff., 
217 ff.; Schleiermacher, Strauss, Hase, 
Theile, Holtzmann, comp. Bleek, Schenkel, 
and others, 
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ing to Luke, the decisive resolve of Jesus : 7d cdv yeréoSa, was crowned with 
the strengthening angelic appearance ; and thus decided and equipped for 
resistance, He now endured (comp. Heb. y. 7 f., and thereupon Liinemann 
and Delitzsch) the agony (aywvia, Dem. 236.19 ; Polyb. viii. 21. 2 ; 2 Macc. 
iii. 14, xv. 19), which was now beginning, fervently praying (as before the 
appearance), which agony increased even to the bloody sweat. Luke has 
conceived the strengthening influence as increasing as the agony increased. 
The sweat of Jesus (in the height of the agony) was like to drops of blood fall- 
ing down, This is referred by Theophylact, Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius, 
Calixtus, Hammond, Michaelis, Valckenaer, and most of the later commen- 
tators, including Paulus, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Bleek, merely to the size and 
consistence of the drops of sweat.’ Thus in a naturalistic direction the point 
of comparison found in aiwaroc is robbed of its characteristic importance, 
and Luke would have concluded his description, rising to a climax, with 
nothing but this : and Jesus fell into the most violent sweat ! No ! aiparoc 
only receives its due in being referred to the nature of the sweat, and this 
nature is viewed as foreshadowing the coming bloodshedding. Hence also 
the strongly descriptive word JpéuGo is chosen ; for JpdéuBoc is not simply a 
drop (orayav, orddaypua), but a clot of coagulated fluid (milk and the like), and 
is often used especially of coagulated dblood.? Consequently that sweat of 
Jesus was indeed no mass of blood (opposed to which is dce/), but a profu- 
sion of bloody sweat, which was mingled with portions of blood, and as it 
flowed down appeared as clots of blood trickling down to the ground.* So 
in substance most of the Fathers, Erasmus, Calvin, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, 
and others, including Strauss, Ebrard, Schegg. As to the historical charac- 
ter of the matter, it would come under the same judgment as that of the 
angelic strengthening, were it independent of the analogies of sweat of 
blood elsewhere occurring.+— Ver. 45. ad tie Airne] by reason of the sorrow 
in which they were. An attempt to explain the strange sleep which had 
overmastered the whole band of disciples. Is it, however, sufficient ? 
Hardly in this case, where in the chilly night of spring (John xviii. 18) 
Jesus was so near, and was in a situation exciting the deepest interest and 
the most intense participation in the sympathy of His disciples. In itself 
there is justice in the observation that continuous deep grief relaxes into 
sleep.° Calvin suggests Satanic temptation as the cause first of this sleep, 
and then of the blow with the sword. 

Vv. 47-58, See on Matt. xxvi. 47-56, Mark xiv, 438-52, in both of which 


180 also Dettinger, /.c., and Hug, Gu- riation from the passage before us. For 
tacht. II. p. 145. Comp. Lange, II. 3, Spou.Bos, even in the classical writers, is used 


p. 1483. without aiwaros of a coagulated mass of 
2 Aesch. Hum. 184; Choeph. 533, 545; Plat. blood. See Blomfield, /.c. 
Crit. p. 120 A: SpduBov évéBaddAov atmaros + 4 Aristotle, 7. A. iti. 19; Bartholinus, de 


Dioscor. 13: SpduBors atwaros. See Jacobs, Cruce, pp. 184 ff., 193 ff.; Gruner, de J. C. 
ad Anthol. VIl. p. 879; Blomfield, Gloss. morte vera, pp. 33 ff., 109 f.; Loenartz, de 
Choeph. 526. sudore sanguin., Bonn 1850. 

3 Justin, c. 77. 103, relates from the azo- 5 See examples in Pricaeus, ad Apule)j, 
pryjpoveduact Simply: ore Spas woet FpouBoe Metam. p. 660 f., and Wetstein. 
xarexeiro. Therein is found no essential va- 
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the linking on of what follows by means of ér: avrovd Aa2. is better suited to 
the sense. Luke in this part uses in general less original sources. — 6 Aeyop. 
Tobd.] who is called Judas. Comp. ver. 1; Matt. ii, 28, xxvi. 8, 14, xxvii. 
33, and elsewhere. — cig tov dédexa] as ver. 8.— mpogpyero avrobc] See on 
Mark vi. 33. — Ver. 48. d:Afuati] placed first for emphasis ; ¢/A0v donaoue 
Ey poi Epyov tv mpodoclav puyvbere; ‘‘ with the salutation of a friend dost thou 
join this betrayal, the deed of an enemy 2” Theophylact. That the kiss 
was concerted with the enemies (Mark xiv. 44) Luke leaves to be gathered 
only mediately from the words of Jesus. — Ver. 49.7 e rarafopev x.7.A.] 
whether we shall smite by means of the sword? Comp. xiii. 23 ; Acts i. 6, and 
elsewhere. See on Matt. xii. 10 and on Luke xiii. 28. Grotius says rightly: 
“Dubii inter id, quod natura dictabat, et saepe inculcata patientiae prae- 
cepta dominum quid faciendum sit rogant. At Petrus non expectato Domini 
responso ad. vim viarcendam accingitur,” ‘‘ Doubting between this which na- 
ture dictated, and the precepts of patience so often inculcated, they ask the 
Lord what should be done. But Peter, without awaiting the Lord’s answer, 
is prepared to hinder force by force.” — Ver. 50. 7d deéidv] as also John 
xviii. 10 has it. — Ver. 51. éare éw¢ robrov] is a prohibitory summons to the 
disciples : sinite usque hue (Vulg.), which Augustine, de cons. ev. iil. 5, apt- 
ly explains : ‘‘permittendi sunt hucusque progredi,” ‘‘ they were to be permit- 
ted to proceed thus far.” Let them go so far as even to take me prisoner !? 
Grotius, Bengel, Wetstein, Kuinoel, Olshausen, Bleek [Weiss ed. Mey.], 
and others have explained : cease (comp. Acts v. 38 ; Hom. J7. xxi. 221, 
al.) ! so far! (not farther ! comp. Ley. xxvi.18 ; Job xxxviii. 11). To this 
it stands opposed that herein is found no disapproval of the blow with the 
sword, but only the prohibition to go any further ; and, moreover, this not 
at all negatively expressed, as it would have most obviously occurred by 
means of some such expression as ju7 roppwrépw or the like. Others take the 
words as an address to those who were taking Him prisoner, and thus robrov 
either as neuter and temporal : ‘‘ missum facite me usque ad id tempus, quo vul- 
nus illius hominis sanavero,” ‘‘ let me go until I shall have healed the wound 
of this man,” * or rotrov as neuter, indeed, but local: let me go thither where 
the wounded man is (Paulus), or robrov as masculine: let me go to this man 
in order to heal him (Stolz, Baumgarten-Crusius). Against these views the 
objection is that the context in the word dmoxpiSeic shows nothing else than 
a reply to the disciples, as Jesus does not turn to His enemies till ver. 52. — 
cat dpa. «.7.2.] On account of dgeidev, ver. 50, this is to be referred to the 
place and the remains of the ear that had been cut off ; and idoaro airéy to the heal- 
ing of the wound (not : replacing of the ear), With desperate arbitrariness 
Paulus says that He touched the wound in order to examine it, and told the 
man what he must do to heal it ! Luke alone records the healing; and it can 


1Vvy. 49-51, as also already at vv. 385--38, 
was objectionable to Marcion, and was 
omitted in his gospel. See Volkmar, p. 69f. 
Hilgenfeld decides otherwise inthe Theol. 
Jahrb. 1853, p. 240 f., where he, indeed, like- 
wise concedes the genuineness, but suppos- 
es that the deletion may have happened in 


the Romish Church even defore Marcion. 

2 Comp. Luther, Maldonatus, and others ; 
recently also Hofmann, Schrifibew. II. 2, 
p. 487, and Schegg. 

’ Bornemann, so also Hammond, Kypke, 
de Wette, Lange, Il. 3, p. 1461, II. p. 512, 
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the less be cleared of the suspicion of being a legendary accretion,' like vv. 43, 
44, that even John, who narrates the blow with the sword so circumstan- 
tially, says nothing about it. [See Note CLXIIL., p. 557.] — Ver. 52. mpoe rode 
mapayevoy. x.T.A.| These chief priests, etc., were therefore, according to Luke, 
associated with that dyA0c, ver. 47. Inappropriate in itself, and in opposi- 
tion to the rest of the evangelists. An error on the part of tradition, prob- 
ably through confusion with John xviii. 20 f. Comp. on Matt =xvi. 47, 
55. Ebrard, p. 532, is in error when he says that Luke is speaking of those 
who had just then newly approached. So also Lange. Opposed to this is the 
aorist participle. — Ver. 53. aav atrn «.r.A.| informs us of the reason that 
they had not laid hands on Him sooner in spite of His daily association with 
them : But this (the present hour) is your (that which is ordained for you 
for the execution of your work, according to divine decree) hour, and (this, 
this power in which ye now are acting) the power of darkness, i.e., the power 
which is given to darkness (in the ethical sense, the power opposed to the 
divine aAgSeva, opposed to ac). Observe the great emphasis on the indy by 
being placed so near the beginning of the clause. The expression roi cxdrove, 
not r#¢ duapriac (SO Kuinoel and Olshausen explain it), not tov dua3d2ov (so 
Euthymius Zigabenus, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
others), is chosen in reference to the actual night, which it was at this time ; 
but it is not the actual darkness of night that is meant (‘‘ only the darkness 
gives you courage and power to lay hold of me,” de Wette [Weiss ed. Mey. ], 
comp. Neander, Bleek, and older commentators), for this quite common- 
place thought would declare nothing on the destiny of that hour and power. 

Vv. 54-62. See on Matt. xxvi. 57 f., 69-75 ; Mark xiv. 53 f., 66-72. 
Jesus is led into the house of the high priest, in the court of which (vv. 61, 
68), according to Luke, who follows a diverging tradition, He is kept and 
subjected to mockery till daybreak (ver. 66), when the Sanhedrim comes 
together. According to Matthew and Mark, the Sanhedrim assemble imme- 
diately after the arrival of Jesus, and examine Him. The two narratives 
cannot be reconciled, but the preference is to be given to Luke in so far as 
he agrees with John. [See Note CLXIYV., p. 557.] See below on roi apyzep. 
Moreover, Luke is not self-contradictory (in opposition to Strauss), as the chief 
priests and elders mentioned at ver. 52 are to be regarded only as individ- 
uals, and probably as deputed by the Sanhedrim. — rot apyep.] As Luke 
did not regard Caiaphas (the general opinion), but Annas, as the officiating 
high priest (see on iii. 2 and Acts iv. 6), the latter is to be understood in 
this place. Comp. Bleek, Beitr. p. 39 ff., and Holtzmann. [But see Note 
XXXIV., p. 302 seq.] Luke, indeed, thus falls into a new variation from 
Matthew, but partially comes into harmony with John so far, that is, as the 
latter likewise represents Jesus as brought at first to Annas, and so far also 
as in Luke and in John the denials occurin the court of Annas. But of a 
trial before Annas (John xviii. 19 ff.) Luke has nothing, yet it finds 
its historical place naturally enough immediately after ei¢ tov olxov red 
épyvep., when the prisoner, as may be supposed, was announced. Wiescler 


1 Comp. Strauss, I. p. 461; Baumgarten-Crusius, Holtzmann, and others. 
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also, Synopse, p. 405, comes to the result that Luke xxii. 54-65 belongs to 
what occurred in the house of Annas, but comes to it in another way. 
Comp. on iii. 2. — Ver. 55. repiaydvrwv] (see the critical remarks) after they 
had kindled around (Phalaris, Hp. p. 28), z.e., had set it in full blaze. The 
insertion of airév was not needful, Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 17. — Ver. 
56. drevicaca] after she had looked keenly upon him, iv. 20, and very often in 
the Acts of the Apostles. See Jacobs, ad Anthol. VI. p. 259. — Ver. 58. 
érepoc] A variation from Matthew and Mark. For Luke does not think of a 
maid ; rather he distinguishes the interrogator here as masculine, by érepoc 
and dvSpure, from the female questioner of ver. 56 f.; hence Ebrard (comp. 
Wetstein) is wrong in contenting himself with the indefinite sense, ‘‘ some- 
body else.”” — Ver. 59. dAdog tic] several, according to Matthew and Mark. 
As to the variations of the four Gospels in the account of the denials, see in 
general on Matt. xxvi. 75, Remark. — Ver. 61. According to Luke, there- 
fore, Jesus is still also in the court, and, down to ver. 66, is kept there in 
custody (ver. 63). Certainly it is psychologically extremely improbable 
that Peter should have perpetrated the denials in the presence of Jesus, 
which, moreover, is contrary to the other Gospels. But a reconciliation of 
them with Luke is impossible ; and, moreover, the assumption that Jesus 
looked upon Peter as He was led from Annas to Caiaphas and passed close 
by the disciple in the court (John xviii. 24, so Olshausen, Schweizer, 
Ebrard), is inadmissible, as, according to John, it is already the second de- 
nial that occurs about the same time as this leading away of Jesus, but ac- 
cording to Luke, ver. 59, there is an interval of about an hour between the 
second and third denial. [See Note CLXYV., p. 557.]— &éBreve] What a 
holy power is in this silent glance, according to the narrative of Luke ! 

Vv. 63-65. See on Matt. xxvi. 67 f.; Mark xiv. 65. [See Note CLXVL., 
p. 557 seq. | Luke follows an entirely different tradition—different in respect 
of the time, the place, and the persons who were engaged in the mockery. 
The same characteristic ill-treatment (smiting—demand for prophecy), the 
original connection of which is in Matthew and Mark (in opposition to 
Schleiermacher), had arranged itself variously in tradition. Against the 
supposition of many times repeated mockery must be reckoned the identity 
and peculiarity of its essential element (in opposition to Ebrard and others). 
— dépew and raiew are distinguished as to scowrge (Jacobs, Del. Hpigr. vi. 
638) and to smite in general. 

Vv. 66, 67. [See Note CLXVIL., p.558.] According to Luke, the Sanhedrim 
now first comes together after daybreak, and Jesusis led infor trial. Where 
it assembled Luke does not say, and there is nothing therefore opposed to 
our finding in this place the leading away from the court of Annas (see on 
ver. 54) into the house of Caiaphas (John xviii. 24). The trial itself, as to 
its matter, is plainly the same which Matthew—although immediately after 
the bringing in of Jesus—makes to be held in the house of Caiaphas. See 
Matt. xxvi. 59 ff. Luke relates the matter and proceedings in amerely 
summary and imperfect manner. —rd rpeaBurépiov x.7.A.] the elders of the 
people, (the) chief priests, and scribes. These are the three constitutent ele- 
ments of the Sanhedrim. Comp. ix. 22, xx. 1. On mpeoPurépiov, denoting 
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the elders as a corporation, comp. Acts xxii. 5. By the non-repetition of 
the article the three parts are bound into a unity, in respect of which the 
difference of the gender and number is no difficulty,’ especially in respect 
of the collective nature of rpecBurépuov. See in general, Kriiger, § 58. 2.1; 
Winer, p. 115 f. [E. T. 126 f.].—dvfyayov] The subject is the assembled 
members of the Sanhedrim who had caused Him to be brought up. ava in- 
dicates a locality situated higher, as contrasted with the court of Annas, in 
which locality the Sanhedrim were met. [But see critical note.] — ec rd 
owvédp. éavtdv] into their own concessus, into their own council gathering, in 
order now themselves to proceed further with Him.? [See critical note. ]— 
Ver. 67. ei od «.7.4.] may mean: Jf thou art the Messiah, tell us (Vulgate, 
Lutber, and most commentators), or: Vell us whether thow art the Messiah 
(Castalio, Bornemann, Ewald, and others), or: Js it the case that thou art 
the Messiah? Tell us (Hrasmus). The first is the simplest, and corresponds 
to the purpose of framing the question so as to elicit an affirmative 
answer. 

Vv. 68, 69. Matthew and Mark have not the evasive answer, ver. 68 ; and 
the explanation of Jesus : axd rod viv x.7.2., does not come in there till after 
the distinct affirmation. Their narrative has the advantage of internal prob- 
ability. Luke has worked up the material more catechetically. — édv 6% xa? 
épat.| but in case [also (should not limit myself merely to the confession 
that Iam He, but also) showld ask, should put before you questions which are 
connected therewith, ye would certainly not answer (see the critical remarks). 
— ard tod viv dé] ‘AD hoc puncto, quum dimittere non vultis. Hoc ipsum 
erat iter ad gloriam,” ‘‘ From this point, when you will not let me go. This 
very thing was the way to glory,” Bengel. On the position of dé, see Klotz, 
ad Devar. p. 378 f. Moreover, see on Matt. xxvi. 64 ; yet Luke has avoided 
the certainly original dpec%e, and thus made the utterance less abrupt. 

Vv. 70, 71. ‘0 vide r. Ocov] This designation of the Messiah is suggested 
by é« de€iav . . . Ocov, in recollection of Ps. cx.; for ‘‘ colligebant ex prae- 
dicato ver. 69,” ‘‘they concluded from the statement of ver. 69,” Bengel. 
And their conclusion was right. — érz éyé elu] 67, argumentatively [so 
R. V. marg. and Am. text], comp. John xviii. 87 ; éyé, with emphasis, cor- 
responding to the ci of vv. 67 and 70. —waprvpiac] that He gives Himself 
out to be the Messiah. 


Notres By AMERICAN EpItTor. 


CLY. Ver. 8. ILérpov kat "Iwdvyqy. 


It is altogether unnecessary to suppose these names are inserted from ‘later 
tradition,’? and impossible to discover any ‘‘special tendency.” As leaders 
of the Apostles and the most confidential friends of Jesus, it was natural that 
these two should be sent on this occasion (so Weiss ed. Mey.). 


1 Comp. Plato, Pol. vi. p. 501 D: rod dvtos phietyonic council, also of the Roman and 
Te kal adndetas épactas; Soph. Qed. C. 850: the Carthaginian Senate (Polyb. xl. 6. 6, i. 
matpida Te THY OHV Kal didrovs. 11. 1, 31. 8). 

2 Comp. the use of ovvédprov of the Am- 
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CLVI. Ver. 14. Lusce’s Account of the Lord’s Supper. 


In view of the great divergence from Mark in order and details, Weiss ed. 
Mey. regards Luke’s account as derived from his peculiar ‘‘ source,” aside from 
the Pauline tradition (1 Cor. xi. 24, 25). He does not agree with Meyer in re- 
gard to the removal of what is contained in Matt. xxvi. 29 to an earlier place, 
but thinks ‘‘this improbable feature only arose through the linking of Mark 
xiv. 25 with the representation of his other source.” But since the passage 
does not assert, and by no means necessarily implies, that Jesus did not Him- 
self partake of this Passover cup (ver. 17) before the institution of the Supper, 
the improbability of which Meyer and Weiss speak furnishes an argument, not 
against Luke’s accuracy, but against their gratuitous implication. 


CLVIil. Ver. 19. rovro rozeire. 


Weiss ed. Mey., with over-refinement, infers from the absence of AdBere or 
édyere that rovro here cannot refer to the partaking of the bread, but only to 
the breaking and distribution, probably to the repetition of the words of insti- 
tution. 

CLVIII. Vv. 19, 20. Zhe Form of Institution. 


It is impossible to reconcile Paul’s statement with the theory that he made 
use of a written Gospel; there is no evidence that Luke copied his form from 
1 Cor. From these points Godet argues in favor of the originality of the gen- 
eral form given by Paul and Luke. See his Luke, p. 467, Am. ed. 


CLIX. Vv. 21-30. The Order of Events. 


Godet accepts the order of Luke, and places the incident narrated in vv. 21— 
30 after the Supper. This, however, is not only contrary to the order of Matthew 
and Mark, but unlikely for other reasons. The mention of the traitor (vv. 
21-23) is most naturally placed at the beginning of the institution, and the 
“‘contention’’ (vy. 24-30) can scarcely be placed after the washing of the dis- 
ciples’ feet, which preceded the announcement of the betrayal. Hence the 
chronological order would be: vy. 24-30 (followed by John xiii. 2-20) ; vv. 
21-23, vv. 19, 20. So Meyer, apparently. Weiss ed. Mey. regards vv. 24-30 as 
the strife about rank from the oldest source, which occurred in Galilee (chap. 
ix. 46), transferred by Luke to this place. But this is very improbable. It is 
difficult to account for the obvious displacement on any theory. That this 
dispute might have occasioned the foot-washing is very probable, even though 
Luke gives no hint of the latter. 


CLX. Vv. 31-34. The Prediction of Peter's Denial. 


It is quite probable, especially in view of John xiii. 36-38, that the denial of 
Peter was twice predicted, both in the room and onthe way to Gethsemane. 
Weiss ed. Mey. thinks there is no ground for accepting a repetition, though 
he does not make evident which position he deems more correct, 


CLXI. Ver. 36. 6 wy éyov K.T.A. 


The R. V. renders this in accordance with Meyer’s view, but in the margin 
has; ‘Or, and he that hath no sword, let him sell his cloak and buy one.’’ 
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This marginal rendering is based on the following improbable punctuation : 
éyov, ToAgcdtw Td iwdtiev abtod Kal ayopnodru, payatpav (see Scrivener’s Greek 
Test., with variations of Rev. Vers., Cambridge, 1881). As regards the entire 
paragraph, Weiss ed. Mey. thinks its basis is from the oldest source, but would 
not exclude the suggestions of Schleiermacher and Holtzmann, which Meyer 
rejects. 


CLXII. Vy. 43, 44. 


Meyer rightly accounts for the omission of vy. 43, 44 in some manuscripts as 
‘«the work of the orthodox, to whom their contents appeared objectionable in 
respect of the divinity of Christ.’’ But this is an argument against his as- 
sumption of the ‘‘legendary’’ character of a part of the contents. Tradition 
does not invent incidents that show weakness in a hero (so Godet). Weiss ed. 
Mey. apparently disapproves of this suggestion of Meyer, as well as of the 
notion that in ver. 45 the sleep of the disciples is not sufficiently accounted 
for. 

CLXIII, Ver. 51. kat ddyuevoc x.7.2. 


Meyer regards the naturalistic explanation of Paulus as involving “‘ desperate 
arbitrariness,’ but relegates this incident to the region of legend, because 
Luke alone records it. Yet the silence of John proves nothing against it; and 
the act is in every respect a probable one, especially since the disciples were 
left unassailed. The objection to the mention of ‘‘the chief priests’’ in ver. 
52 is equally groundless. It is quite probable that some of them followed the 
band that took Jesus. 


CLXIV. Vy. 54-62. The Denial of Peter and the Trial. 


Against Meyer’s view of the discrepancy between Luke and the other Synop- 
tists, which even Weiss ed. Mey. disapproves, see Marie, Note XCIIT., p. 184 seq., 
and Godet, Luke, pp. 479-481, Am. ed. The assumption of Meyer in regard to 
Luke’s regarding Annas as officiating high-priest (see Note XXXIYV., p. 302 seq.) 
creates the variation from Matthew of which he speaks, 


CLXY. Ver. 61. kat orpadeic 6 Kbpiog K.T.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. finds no contradiction to John in the view that Jesus looked 
upon Peter as He was led from Annas to Caiaphas, but sees no indication of it 
here. He omits Meyer’s remark about the impossibility of reconciling the 
other accounts with that of Luke. The Evangelist does not say that Jesus 
remained in the court, and the view that Annas and Caiaphas lived in the same 
house, that Jesus was led through the court from a hearing before one to the 
more formal examination before the other, accounts for all the statements 
made by four independent witnesses. The variations of the Evangelists 
here seem conclusive against every theory of interdependence. 


CLXVI. Vv. 63-65. The Mockery of Jesus. 


Probabiy this continued for some time, and hence the variation in position 
found in the accounts. That it was repeated on distinct occasions is unlikely. 
But the peculiar taunt (ver. 64, comp. Matthew and Mark) suggests that an 
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examination preceded which gave the cue to the attendants. The identity of 
the mockery therefore involves a repetition of the trial; see Note CLXVILI. 
Weiss consistently opposes the notion that Luke represents the court of Annas 
as the scene of vv. 54-65, 


CLXVII. Vv. 66-71. The Trial of Jesus. 


Meyer identifies these verses with Matt. xxvi. 57-66 ; Mark xiv. 53-64. But 
both of the latter indicate that the Sanhedrim reassembled in the morning 
(Matt. xxvii. 1; Mark xv. 1), which is quite likely, since the night examination 
was not strictly legal. Weiss ed. Mey. finds in Luke’s account of the trial so 
much that is his own as to suggest the use of his ‘‘ peculiar source.” See the 
dialogue in vv. 68, 69, where Meyer thinks “Luke has worked up the mate- 
rial more catechetically.”” The answer of ver. 68 (peculiar to Luke) seems 
rather to suggest that the case had already been decided at the night session, 
hence it was needless to say anything more. The correct reading in ver. 66 
(arhyayov, ‘*was led away’’) disposes of Meyer’s notion that Jesus was led up 
to a higher locality (av#yayov). His interpretation of éav7éy is superfluous. 
The word is obviously due to a transcriber’s error. See critical note on 
both points. 
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CHAPTER XXIII. 


Ver. 1. Elz. has qyayev. But iyayov is decisively attested. — Ver. 2. After 
é0voc we find 7uév in the more important authorities. So Lachm. and Tisch. 
As no reason occurred for adding it in the way of gloss, it has more probably 
been passed over as superfluous. — [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BL, 
Vulg. Syrr., insert cai before Aéyovra, and also in ver. 5 before apeduevoc, with the 
same authorities, except the Vulg.] — Ver. 6. TaiuAaiav] is wanting inB L T 8, 
Copt. Tisch. Passed over as superfluous and troublesome. [Rejected as a gloss 
by W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] — Ver. 8. é& ixavovd] é& ixavov ypdvav (B DLT &, 
Lachm, Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]) and é& ikavod ypévov (H M X, min. Vulg. 
It.) are expansions in the way of gloss. — roAAd is wanting in B D K L M [T II] 
8, min. vss. Condemned by Griesb., deleted by Tisch. An addition to make 
the statement more precise, which some cursives have after avrov. — Ver. 11. 
replB. avtév] avréy is wanting in BL T 8, 52, Vulg. codd. of It. Bracketed by 
Lachm., deleted by Tisch. A superfluous exegetical addition, instead of which 
RSUT, min, have ai7. —[Ver. 12. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B L, 
Vulg., read ‘Hpddy¢ cat 6 Tl.] — Ver. 15. avérewra yap iuac xp. aitév] B K L 
M II 8, min. vss. have avéreuwev yap avtiv mpic yudc (B: tuac). An alteration 
in accordance with ver. 11. [Tisch., W. and Hort., R. V. (Eng. text, Amer. 
marg.), follow 8 B, ete. ; Treg. text, Amer. Rev, text, retain Rec.] There are 
yet other attempts at improvement in the authorities, — After ver. 16 Elz. 
Scholz have (ver. 17) avdyxyy 68 elyev arorbew abroic kata éoptizv iva. This is 
wanting in ABK LT HU, Copt. Sahid. Vere., and does not occur in D, Aeth. 
Syr. till after ver. 19. There are many variations also in the details. An old 
gloss. Condemned also by Griesb., bracketed by Lachm. and [omitted by] 
Tisch. [VIII.]. — Ver. 19. Instead of BeGAnu. etc r. o. Tisch. has BAybete ev rq bv- 
Aakh, in opposition to preponderating evidence ; and the aorist participle is not 
appropriate grammatically (comp. Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 265 [E. T. 309 f.)). 
[Recent editors, R. V., accept the more difficult reading, with B L T.]— Ver. 
20. ody] Lachm. and Tisch. have dé, on decisive evidence. —[W. and Hort, 
Weiss, R. V., with 8 BL, Copt., add airoic, after tpocedovycev.| — Ver. 21. Elz. 
Scholz have oratpwoor, oraipwoov, But BD &, Or. Eus. Cyr. have oravpov, orav- 
pov, Which Griesbach approved (as perispomenon), Lachm. and Tisch. adopted 
(as paroxytone). The Recepta is from Mark xv. 13 f. ; John xix. 6, 15. — Ver. 
23. kat Tov apyep.] bracketed by Lachm., condemned also by Rinck, deleted by 
Tisch. Itis wanting in BL 8, 130, al. Copt. Sahid. Vulg, codd. of It. [Re- 
jected by W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] But for what purpose should it have 
been added? It would be far easier to overlook it as superfluously straggling 
after airQN. — Ver. 24. 6 dé] Lachm. and Tisch. have «kai, in accordance with 
BL 3, 157, It. The Recepta is from Mark xv. 15, whence also, and from Matt. 
xxvii. 26, avroic (ver. 25) came in, which Elz, reads after axé2. dé. —[Tisch., 
recent editors, R. V., with 8 BD, omit r#v before gvAakgy in ver. 25.] — Ver. 
26, Sivwvoc «.7.2.] Lachm. and Tisch, [recent editors, R. V.] have Ziuwvrd teva 
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Kupyvaiov épyouevov, on important evidence indeed [% B C DL, 33]; but the 
parallels suggested the accusative. Elz. has tov before épy., in opposition to 
decisive evidence. — Ver. 27. a? xai] Luachm. has merely ai. Since the author- 
ities against «ai are decisive (A B C* D L X, min. Syr. Copt. Sahid. Arm. Vulg. 
It. Theophyl.), it is to be deleted, and to be explained from ai having been 
written twice, or as an arbitrary addition, from the well-known usage in Luke. 
In 8 aixaiis wanting. —Ver. 29. [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B C, in- 
sert ai before kocAia.| —- é0fAacav] B C* L &, min. It. have é6pepav, to which, 
moreover, C¥* D approach with é&é0peyav. “pew. is to be adopted, with Lachm. 
and Tisch. The Recepta is an interpretation. —[Ver. 33. Recent editors, R. V. 
(against Tisch.), read 7A@ov, with 8 BC L, Vulg.] — Ver. 34. 6 dé ’Ijootc . . . Totov- 
ow] bracketed by Lachm. [W. and Hort, suspected by Weiss, omitted R. V. 
marg,] The words are wanting in B D* 8** 38, 435, Sahid. Cant. Ver. Vere. 
Variations in details. An ancient omission, according to the parallels, which have 
not this prayer. It bears, moreover, the stamp of originality in itself ; it is 
also attested by Clem. Hom. xi. 20, and belongs to the peculiar features of the 
history of the passion which Luke has retained. — kAjpov]} Tisch. has xAgpove, 
following A X, min. Syr.je™- Slav. Vulg. It. Aug. ; the singular [Rec., Treg. text, 
W. and Hort, R. V.] is from the parallel and Ps. xxii. 19. — Ver. 35. The kai 
after dé is wanting in D 8, min. Vulg. It. Eus. Lachm. Tisch. The subsequent 
ov avroig is wanting in BC DL Q X 8, min. Syr. Pers.P Ar.P Erp. Copt. 
Aeth. Cant. Ver. Colb. Corb. Rd. Bracketed by Lachm, ; odv airoic is to be 
deleted ; it was added in order, according to the parallels, to allow the mock- 
ing by the people also to take place ; kai, however, is to be maintained, partly 
on account of its preponderating attestation, partly because it suggested the 
addition of cby avroic, but appeared inappropriate without this addition. — Ver. 
36. cai] after pocepy. is, on preponderating evidence, with Tisch. (Lachm. has 
only bracketed it), to bedeleted. A connective addition. — Ver. 38. yeypajpévy | 
Since B L &, Copt. Sahid. have not this at all, while A D Q have émuyeyp. (so 
Lachm.), and O* X, min. have yeyp. after aiv7@, the word is, with Tisch., to be 
deleted as an exegetical addition. —ypaypyacw . . . ‘EBp.]is wanting in B C* 
L, Copt. Sahid. Syz.c* Vere. Deleted by Tisch., by Lachm. only bracketed. It 
is a very ancient addition from John xix. 20. —oviré¢ éorey| is wanting in CO, 
Colb., and is found in others, sometimes with (D, 124, Cant. Corb.), sometimes 
without éoriy (B L.&, Verc.), not until after Iovdafwv ; hence there is a strong 
suspicion of its being a supplement. Lachm. and Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.] 
have 6 BactAed¢ r. ’Lovd. otzoc, although Lachm. brackets ovro¢. — Ver. 39. & ot 
el] Tisch. has ovy? od el, according to B C* L 8, vss. ; the Recepta is from ver. 
37, whence also the Aéywv, which precedes these words, and which is wanting in 
B i, has intruded. — [Ver. 40. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BCL, Copt., 
have énitipdv abr@ éb7.] — Ver. 42. xbpie] is wanting in B C* DL M* 8, min. 
Copt. Sahid. Syr.ie" Cant. Vere. Or. (once). Bracketed by Lachm., deleted by 
Tisch. An addition, which Q, Corb. Brix. Syr.« Hil. have before pvfo6.1 
[W. and Hort text, R. V. marg., with B L, Vulg., have eic¢ rv Bac. o.] — Ver. 44. 
qv 0é] Lachm. Tisch. have xa? 7v 7dy, in accordance with sufficient evidence. 
Both the insertion of dé and the omission of 707 were occasioned by the par- 
allels, — Ver. 45. kai éoxor, 6 #/Avoc] appeared unsuitable after ver. 44, and was 


1 $till in connection with this deletion Tisch., following BC* LS&* Copt. Sahid.: 
of the kvpre is to be read previously with kai cAeyev' ‘Incod. [So recent editors, R. V.] 
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therefore in C** ? 33 (not by Marcion, according to Epiphanius) omitted (which 
omission Griesb. commended), while others put in its place, as a gloss on what 
precedes, rov wAiov exdetrovroc (B) or éxdux. (C* L &, min. vss. Or. ; so Tisch.). 
[ W. and Hort, R. V., follow B, but Weiss agrees with Tisch., who, with recent 
editors, R. V. (8 BOL, 1, 33), reads écyio6y dé, and in ver. 46 rovro dé instead 
of Kai ravra, | —Ver. 46, mapabjooua| raparibeya (commended by Griesb., adopted 
by Lachm. and Tisch.) is decisively attested. The Recepta is from LXX., Ps. 
xxxi, 6. —[Ver. 47. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., read éddfalev, with 8 BD L.] 
— Ver, 48. Gewpotvte¢] Lachm. and Tisch. have dewpfoavrec, which is founded on 
BCDLRAX &, min. Colb. —A has omitted @ewp. 7. y. The aorist is logically 
necessary. -— After rar. Elz. Scholz have éav7ov, in opposition to ABC*DL&, 
in spite of which authorities Lachm. has nevertheless retained it, A superflu- 
ous addition, instead of which U X [ have atrév. — Ver. 49. airov] Lachm. and 
Tisch. have aviv, which is sufficiently attested by A B LP, 33, 64, for airov to 
be traced to the inaccuracy of the transcribers. Before waxp. Lachm. Tisch. 
[W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V.] have azé, in accordance with BD L 8. From the 
parallels. — [Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 BC L, have the present par- 
ticiple, ovvakodovfovoa. |— Ver. 51. Wz. Scholz have é¢ kai mpocedéyero kal abroc. 
But BCD L &, 69, Copt. codd. of It. have merely 6¢ mpocedévero. So Lachm. 
Tisch. From Matthew and Mark was written on the margin sometimes only 
kai, sometimes cai avtdc, both of which readings are combined in the Recepta. 
There are many other variations, which together make the Recepta so much the 
more suspicious. — Ver, 53. Lachm. Tisch. have deleted the first ard, in ac- 
cordance, indeed, with BC DL 8, min. Vulg. It. (not Ver.) ; but being super- 
fluous, and being regarded as awkwardly in the way, it was easily passed over. 
[Rejected by recent editors, R. V.]-— éyx. airé] Lachm. and Tisch. have éOyx. 
avrov, in accordance with B C D &, Vulg. It. Copt. Rightly ; aizé is a repeti- 
tion from what precedes. — [Recent editors, R.V., with A BL, 1, have ovdeic oir, 
while Tisch., with S ©, has ovdet¢ oidéru, the Rec. reversing the order. The 
first is to be preferred. ]— Ver. 54. capaoxevy] Lachm. Tisch. have rapnaoxevijc, 
in accordance with B C* L &, min. Vulg. codd. of It. Copt. Sahid. Since even 
the evidence of D is not in favor of the Recepta (it has rpd caGfadrov), the author- 
ities in favor of the genitive are all the stronger, especially as wapackevf was 
easily regarded by the transcribers as a name. -Hence the genitive is to be pre- 
ferred. — The xai before o463. is, with Lachm. and Tisch., in accordance with 
BC* L &, min. vss., to be retained. It slipt out in consequence of the omis- 
sion of the entire clause x. 0433. éxed. (so still D, Colb.), and then was restored 
without the superfluous «ai. — Ver. 55. Elz. Scholz have dé wai yuvaixec. Cer- 
tainly erroneous, since the decisive authorities have sometimes left out kai al- 
together (so Tisch.), sometimes have instead of it ai (so Lachm.). The latter is 
right. From dé ai arose the dé «cai so frequent in Luke. But the article is 
necessary, in accordance with ver. 49.—['Tisch., W. and Hort, R. V., with 8 
B UL, place aité after Tad?aiac. | 


Vv. 1-3. Comp. on Matt. ‘xxvii. 2, 11; Mark xv. 1, 2. Luke relates the 
special charge, ver. 2, very precisely.!| The preliminary investigation of 
the case before the Sanhedrim, xxii. 66 ff., had yielded the result, that 


1 Marcion, as quoted by Epiph., has en- Avorra Tov vouov K. TOS Tpohytas, and after: 
riched the accusation with two points Bawa, elvat: Kat amogTpepovTa Tas yuvaikas K. 
more, namely, after 70 €0vos jyav: Kat Kata- Ta. TEKVO. 
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Jesus asserted that He was the Messiah. This they now apply in presence 
of the political power to the political (anti-Roman) side. —#pEavto] Begin- 
ning of the accusation scene. — diaorpé¢.] perverting, misleading.*—r6 iv. 
ju. | our nation, John xi. 50. — KwAbovra] mediately, to wit, by representing 
Himself, etc.? — Xpicriv Baoitéa] a King-Messiah. [See Note CLXYVIIL., 
p. 569.] Baoi2éa isadded in connection with the political turn which they gave 
to the charge. 

Vv. 4, 5. In the avowal itself Pilate finds the sign that nothing blame- 
worthy, etc.,—to him it is the expression of the fixed idea of a harmless 
visionary. — éricyvor] is not, as there is no object in connection with it, to 
be taken actively (they strengthened their denunciation) ; but, with the Vul- 
gate, Luther, Beza, and many others : they grew stronger, i.e., they became 
more emphatic, more energetic. Comp. Diod. v. 59 ; 1 Macc. vi. 6, and the 
correlative xaricyvov, ver. 23. Both kinds of usage are frequent in the 
LXX.—dvaceier] Observe, on the one hand, the present, denoting such a per- 
sistent urgency ; and, on the other, the stronger and more direct expression 
than ver. 2 (d:aorpég.) now used : he stirs up.* [See Note CLXIX., p. 569. ] 
— peau. x.7.A.] as Matt. xx. 8. [See critical note. | 

Vv. 6, 7. Pilate was glad to seize the opportunity, when he heard the 
name of Galilee (axotoag Tadvd.), instead of defending the guiltless, to draw 
himself out of the business at first, at least by a preliminary reference to the 
judgment of Herod,* which might cause him possibly to be transported to 
Galilee, and so he might be relieved of the transaction. Herod Antipas 
was tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea. Comp. ili. 1. — avéreprper] he sent Him 
up,—as the word, moreover, is used among the Greeks of the sending of 
delinquents to a higher judicature.’ In the same manner dvdyey ; comp. 
on Acts xxv. 21; but at ver. 11 it is : he sent back (Philem. 11). 

Vy. 8, 9. The frivolous tetrarch, in an unkingly manner, on the assump- 
tion that he had only either to accept or to reject Him,* immediately upon the 
sight of Jesus begins to rejoice at the satisfaction of his curiosity. — jv yap 
Sédov «.7.2.] for from a long time he had been desirous. — On é ixavov, comp. 
the Greek neutral expressions : é« ToA2ob, é« mAeiotov, && ddAtyov, && éxetvov, and 
the like ; é¢’ ixavov, 2 Mace. vill. 25.— dxotew] continually. — Ale x.7.A. | 
‘ut oculog et animum re nova pasceret more aulae,” Grotius. — oidéy arexpi- 
vato| is to be explained from the nature of the questions, and from Jesus 
seeing through Herod’s purpose. —avbroc¢ dé] But He on His part. 

Vv. 10-12. Elarfkeccav] they stood there. They had brought Him to 
Herod. —eirévac] with passionate energy.*— Ver. 11. Prudently enough 


1Comp. Polyb. v. 41. 1: adiorac@au Kat 
Svaotpépery ; Heclus, xi. 384. 

2 Thus, according to the Recenta, A¢yovra. 
Still the reading kal Aéyovra (B LT’, vss.) 
is, with Tischendorf [see critical note], to 
be preferred, in which the two points 
kwdvovtTa «.7.A. and A€yovta «.7.A, are put 
forward independently. How easily the 
«AT micht drop out after dcdovAT ! 

3 Mark xy.11; Polyb. 27. Rist. 66 ; Wes- 


seling, ad Diodor. I. p. 615. 

4 Scarcely merely for the sake of learning 
the opinion of Herod (Kwald), for this is not 
made self-evident by the simple avéreuwer ; 
nor, moreover, for the sake of learning the 
truth from Herod (Neander). 

5 Comp. Polvb. 1. 7. 12, xxix. 11. 9. 

6 Comp. Schleiermacher, JZ. ./. p. 436. 

7™Comp. 2 Macc. xii. 23; Acts xvili. 28, 
often in the Greek writers. 
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Herod does not enter into the charges,—frivolously enough he thinks that 
justice will be done to the obstinate enthusiast as to a fool, not by means of 
investigation and punishment, but by contempt and mockery. [See Note 
CLXX., p. 569.] —ovdv roic otparetyacw aitov| These troops are the body of 
satellites by whom He is surrounded. — éodjra Aaurp.]| @ gorgeous robe, which 
is not to be defined more strictly. A toga candida (Polyb. x. 4. 8, x. 5. 1), 
which Beza, Kuinoel, Lange, and others suppose, is less in accordance with 
the situation, in which Jesus was to be caricatured, not as a candidate, but 
as aking. As such He was to appear again before Pilate splendidly clothed 
(but whether actually in purple or not is not expressed in the word).’ Ben- 
gel, moreover, aptly remarks : ‘‘ Herodes videtur contemtim voluisse signi- 
iicare, se nil metuere ab hoc rege,” ‘‘ Herod appears to have wished to signify 
contemptuously, that he feared nothing from this king.” — Ver. 12. dvrec] 
along with trdpyew, for the sake of making the situation more strongly 
prominent.* — rpdc éavrobe] not aAAqAove this time, simply ‘‘ ut varietur ora- 
vio,” ‘‘that the discourse may be varied,” Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 20. 
The cause of the previous enmity is unknown ; possibly, however, it had 
originated from disputes about jurisdiction, since that consideration of 
llerod’s jurisdiction (of the fort originis), even although Herod prudently 
made no further use of it, but sent back the accused, brought about the 
reconciliation. According to Justin, c. 7r. 103, Pilate sent Jesus to Herod 
to please him (yapifduevoc). 


Remanrk.—The narrative of the sending to Herod (comp. Acts iv. 27) has the 
stamp of originality, and might as an interlude, having no bearing on the 
further course of the history, easily disappear from the connection of the 
tradition, so that its preservation is only due to Luke’s investigation ; 
and even John, in his narrative of the trial before Pilate, leaves it en- 
tirely out of consideration. He leaps over it after the words: éya ovdeuiav 
aitiay ebpickw, év ait, Xvili. 38 (not after ver. 40, Tholuck, Olshausen), and 
hence makes Pilate immediately connect the words of ver. 39, which in the 
narrative of Luke correspond to the words of ver. 16. But not as though 
John had not known the intervening incident (de Wette ; a conclusion in it- 
self wholly improbable, and going much too far ; such, for example, as might 
be applied equally to the Lord’s Supper, to the agony in the garden, etc.) ; 
but, on the contrary, in accordance with the freedom of his peculiar composi- 
tion, since all the evangelists did their work eclectically, Lightly Strauss, II. 
p. 500, satisfied himself with the conjecture that the ‘“‘anecdote’’ arose from 
the endeavor to place Jesus before all possible judgment-seats in Jerusalem. 
Baur, however (Zvang. p. 489), derives the narrative from the endeavor to 
have the innocence of Jesus attested as conspicuously as possible in the anti- 
Judaic interest, to lay the guilt on Judaism, and to relieve Pilate as much as 
possible from the burden (so also Schenkel, p. 405) ; comp. Hichthal’s frivolous 
judgment, ii. p. 308. 


Vy. 18-16. Kai rove épyovr.] and in general the members of the Sanhedrim. 
Comp. xxiv. 20. — Ver. 14. é] I, for my part, to which afterwards corre- 


See Dissen, ad Dem. de Cor. p. 258 f. 


i.) 


1 Comp. Xen. Cyrop. ii. 4. 5. 
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sponds GAA’ oid Hpddyc. — tvdriov buov] having examined Him in your pres- 
ence, according to ver. 8; but there is a variation in John xviii. 33 f. — 
obdiy . . . aitiov Ov x.7.A.| IT have found nothing in this man which could be 
charged upon him, of that which ye (oidév bv = oidiv tobrav, a) complain of 
against him.! — Ver. 15. aan ovdé ‘Hpddyc| scil. ebpev x.t.a., nor has even Herod 
(who yet knows the Jewish circumstances so accurately), etc.” [See Note 
CLXXL., p. 570.] —xai idod «.7.2.] Result of what was done in presence of 
Herod, which now appears ; hence éor? rerpaypyévov, which does not mean : 
has dcen done by Him ; but : 7s done by Him. — Ver. 16. The chastisement 
(what kind of chastisement is left indefinite) is here merely thrown out as a 
satisfaction ; hence there is no essential variation from John xviii. 39, and 
no confusion with John xix. 1-4. Comp. also on Matt. xxvii. 26. Bengei 
rightly says : ‘‘ Hic coepit nimiwm concedere Pilatus,” ‘‘ Here Pilate begins 
to concede too much ;” and thereby he had placed the attainment of his 
purpose beyond his power. Madakodc dé tig 6 TtAdtog wat gxsota imép aAndeiac 
évorartixde’ édedoiker yap THY cvKopartiay, phrac diaBAnIH Oc Tov avtdptnv axodb- 
cac, ‘‘ But Pilate is somewhat cowardly and very little concerned about 
truth ; for he had showed sycophancy, lest he should be accused of having 
released the one they opposed,” Theophylact. 

Vv. 18-23. A condensed account down to the final condemnation, ver. 
24 f. — Alpe] e medio tolle,—a demand for His death.?—doric] guippe qui, 
not equivalent to the simple gui, but : a man of such a kind that he, ete. — 
qv BeBanu.| not a paraphrase of the pluperfect, but denoting the condition. 
[See Note CLXXIL, p. 570.]— Ver. 20. pocedavyce] made an address. 
Comp. Acts xxi. 40.— Ver. 21. cratpov] Imperative active, not middle ; 
paroxytone, not perispomenon. — Ver. 22. yap] as Matt. xxvii. 23. — Ver. 23. 
éréxewvto| they pressed, they urged, instabant, Vulg. Comp. v. 1; 8 Mace. i. 
22, often thus in the classical writers. — xaticyvov] they became predominant, 
they prevailed.* 

Vv. 24, 25. ’Eréxpwe| he pronounced the jinal sentence. — arédavos x.7.2.] a 
tragic contrast. Comp. Acts iii. 14. 

Vv. 26-82. Luke proceeds in a very abbreviating fashion, yet with inter- 
calations of original matter, down to ver. 49. The observation épyou. av’ 
aypov belongs (as Ebrard at an earlier period also supposed, but now, on 
Olshausen, ed. 4, p. 52, questions), as does ver. 56, to the synoptical traces 
of the working day. See on Mark xv. 21. [Comp. Mark, Note XCVII.] 
— The following saying of Jesus to the women is preserved only by Luke, 
extremely appropriate to the love and fervor at the threshold of death, and 
certainly from an original tradition. — Ver. 27. «. yuvaixdy] of women also, 
not ministering female friends, but other women ; and, indeed, according 
to ver. 28, from the city, as the female sex is accustomed in general to be 


1 On airor, guilty, punishable, comp. vv. 4, 3 Comp. Acts xxi. 36, xxii. 22; Dion Hal. 
22; On Katynyop. Kataé Tivos, Very rare in the iv. 4, and elsewhere. 
Greek writers, see Xen. Hell. i. 7.6: t&v te *Comp. Polyb,/ yi. 51..6, xx. 5. 6s Matt. :- 
KaTnyopovvTwy KaTa THY oTpaTnyay. Wolf, Xvi. 18. 
ad Dem. Lept. p. 213. 5 Plat. Leg. vi. p. 768A; Dem. 1477. 22, 
2 Comp, C. I. A. Fritzsche, in /ritzschior. and elsewhere ; 2 Mace. iv. 48; 8 Macc. 
Opusc. p. 178. iv. 2, 
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very sympathizing and tender at executions ; ixdémr., as viii. 52. — Ver. 28 f. 
The address is : that they were not to weep over Him (for He was on His way 
to meet a glorious future) ; nevertheless over themselves they ought to weep, 
etc., for (see ver. 29) over them was impending a terrible future (the de- 
struction of Jerusalem). The contrast of emphasis lies upon é7’ éué and éq’ 
éauta¢ ; by the position of the one at the end and of the other at the begin- 
ning, and the consequent juxtaposition as closely as possible of the two 
expressions, the emphasis is strengthened. — waxdapvac] The maternal heart, 
in truth, feels, besides its own suffering, still more keenly the sufferings of 
beloved children, Eur. And. 395.1— Ver. 30. The mountains and hills were 
to—such is the wish of those who are in despair—not perchance hide them 
from the calamitous catastrophe and place them in security (comp. Isa. il. 
19, 21), but, as the words themselves (comp. with Hos. x. 8; Rev. vi. 16) 
indicate, the destructive landslip which covers them was to take them away 
by sudden death from the intolerable evil. —dpfovra:] an outbreaking of the 
greatest anguish. The subject is the people in general (the Jews), not the 
steriles, ‘“ barren” (Bengel). — Ver. 81. Reason on which this announcement 
of evil was based, ver. 29 f. ‘‘If they thus treat the guiltless and the 
righteous, what shall happen to the godless (to themselves) ?”? This last 
saying of Jesus, vv. 28-31, is one great memorial more, at once of His self- 
denial and of His sinless consciousness, as well as of His certain insight into 
the counsel of the divine retribution, which now allows itself no longer to 
be averted, but to be even once more announced with the pain of rejected 
love, and not to be withheld. — Ver. 82. xaxovpyo.] defining more closely 
the érepot dbo. Comp. ver. 33.° 

Vv. 38, 34. Kpaviov] A Greek translation of ToAyoda, a skull, so named 
from its form. See on Matt. xxvii. 338, and Ewald, Gesch. Chr. p. 485, who 
discovers in the name Golgotha the hill named Gareb in Jer. xxxi. 39, — 
Ver. 34. In ddec airoic Jesus refers to His enemies, who indeed were the sin- 
ning subjects, not to the Roman soldiers (Michaelis, Paulus, Kuinoel, Ewald, 
Wittichen, following older commentators, and as early as in Euthymius 
Zigabenus), who discharged the office of executioners only involuntarily and 
morally uninterested therein ; so that in their case there could be no allu- 
sion either to imputation or to forgiveness. The mockery of the soldiers 
(Paulus, Kuinoel, Bleek also) is in respect of the crucifixion purely an in- 
vention. But in respect of the crucifixion (ri rovovcr) is the prayer uttered 
in which from the innermost heart of Jesus breathes the deepest love which 
regards the crime in the mildest light, not indeed removing, but extenuat- 
ing ‘ the guilt, as a result of the want of knowledge of the nature of the 
deed (for they were slaying the Messiah of the people, whom they, however, 
had not recognized as such), and consequently the deed was capable of for- 


10On é0peWav (see the critical remarks), p. 469 [E. T. 530]; Kriiger, Anad. i. 4. 2. 
comp. Aesch. Choeph. 543: wacOov . . . ov 4 Comp. J. Miiller, v. d. Stinde, I. p. 285; 
Opentypvov. Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 453 f. Against the 

2 On the figure of the green (Ps. i. 5) and opinion of Buttmann in the Stud. u. Krit. 
the dry tree, comp. Ezek. xxi. 3; Sanhedr. 1860, p. 853, see Graf in the same, 1861, 
f. 93. 1. p. 749 ff. 

3 See Bornemann, Scho!. p. 147 f.; Winer, 
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giveness. Even this prayer is a relic of the Crucified One, which Luke 
alone has preserved for us from a written or oral source. In Acts ii. 17, 
vii. 60, its echo is heard. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 8, and the same prayer of the 
dying James in Eusebius, ii. 23. —dvayepiféu.] at the division. — Karpove 
(see the critical remarks) : lots. Comp. on Mark xv. 24. 

Vv. 35-38. According to the corrected text (see the critical remarks), itis 
not in Luke the people that mock (comp.,on the other hand, Matt. xxvii. 39 f. ; 
Mark xv. 29 f.), for they rather stand there as spectators, but the members .- 
of the Sanhedrim. dé «ai refers merely to the écwvxrypiteww of the apyovrec. 
To the standing by and looking on of the people (not further sympathizing) 
is added, however, also mockery on the part of the members of the Sanhedrim. 
On éeuvk7. comp. Ps. xxii. 8, and see on xvi. 14. —otroc] this fellow! with 
scornful contempt. —6 rod Geod éxAexréc] 1x. 85. — Ver. 36 is not amisunder- 
standing of Matt. xxvii. 48 (de Wette [so Weiss ed. Mey.]), but something 
special which the other evangelists have not got. A mocking offer, not an 
actual giving to drink ; for here the offer was not made by means of a 
sponge, so that naturally Jesus could not accept the drink. The proceeding 
was a grim joke !— Ver. 38. é’ airé] over Him on the cross. The supple- 
mentary statement of the title on the cross (see on Matt. xxvii. 87) explains 
the fact that the soldiers scoffed at Him as the King of the Jews. 

Vv. 39-43. Hic] A difference from Mark xv. 32 and from Matt. xxvii. 44; 
see on the passages. — oy? (see the critical remarks) od ei 6 Xp. is a jeering 
question, Art thow not the Messiah ? — Ver. 40. ovdé ¢08% ob] not : Dost not 
even thou fear (de Wette, Bleek, following the Vulg., Grotius, Lange, and 
others, that would be otdé ot ¢.)? but : Hast thou no fear’ at all on thy part 
before God, since thou art in the same condemnation (as this Jesus whom 
thou revilest)? This similarity of position in suffering the judicial condem- 
nation of the cross is the reason wherefore he ought at least to be afraid be- 
fore God, and not continue to practise blasphemous outrage. — Ver. 41. 
obdév atorov] nothing unlawful ; see in general, Liinemann on 2 Thess. iii. 2. 
The very general expression marks the innocence so much the more strongly. 
— Ver. 42. Think on me (to raise me from the dead, and to receive me into 
the Messiah’s kingdom) when Thow shalt have come in Thy kingly glory (as 
Matt. xvi. 28). The promises of Jesus in regard to His Parousia must 
have been known to the robber,—which might easily enough be the case in 
Jerusalem,—and does not actually presuppose the instructions of Jesus ; yet 
he may also have heard Him himself, and now have remembered what he 
had heard. The extraordinary element of the agonizing situation in the 
view of death had now as its result the extraordinary effect of firm faith in 
those promises ; hence there is no sufficient reason on account of this faith, 
in which he even excelled the apostles, to relegate the entire history into 
the region of wnhistorical legend? (Strauss, IT. p. 519 ; Zeller in his Jahrb. 
1848, I. p. 78; Schenkel, EHichthal), in which has been found in the 


1To say nothing, moreover, of penitent ly linked themselves thereto, see Thilo, 
humility and resignation. ad Hoang. Infant. 23, p. 148. 
2 For apocryphal fabies, which subsequent- 
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different demeanor of the two robbers even the representation of the 
different behavior of the Jews and Gentiles towards the preaching of 
the crucified Christ (Schwegler, II. p. 50 f.). Others (Vulgate, Luther, 
and many others, including Kuinoel and Ewald) have taken éy in a preg- 
nant sense as equal to eic [so B L, Vulg., W. and Hort, R. V. marg.], 
which is erroneous, since Jesus Himself establishes His kingdom ; but to 
conceive of the supramundane kingdom (Euthymius Zigabenus, Grotius, 
Bornemann) brings with it the supposition, which in Luke is out of 
place, that the robber has heard the saying of Jesus at John xviii. 36.—— 
Ver. 43. chuepov| does not belong to Aéyw cou (a view already quoted in Theo- 
phylact, and rightly estimated by the phrase é«(udovra: rd pyua), in respect 
of which it would be idle and unmeaning (this also in opposition to Weitzel 
in the Stud. uv. Krit. 1836, p. 957), but to what follows. The Lord knew 
that His own death and the robber’s would take place to-day. In the case 
of the robber it was accelerated by means of breaking the legs. — On the 
classical word mapddeicoc, ‘‘ park,” see Poppo, ad Xen. Cyr. i. 3.14. The 
LXX. Gen. ii. 8 f. give this name to the dwelling-place of the first pair ; 
the blessedness of this place, however, very naturally occasioned the naming, 
in the later Jewish theology, of the portion of Hades in which the souls of the 
righteous after death dwell till the resurrection, paradise.’ In the answer of 
Jesus there was probably not implied a divergence from the kind and man- 
ner in which the petitioner conceived to himself the fulfilment of his peti- 
tion (Schleiermacher), but it presented simply and without veil, as well as 
in the most directly comforting form, the certainty of his petition being 
granted, since if his soul came into paradise, participation in the resurrec- 
tion of the just and in the kingdom of the Messiah could not fail him. 
Hofmann, Sciriftbew. Il. 1, p. 488, rationalizes the idea of paradise. Where 
the blessed communion of man with God is realized, there, he says, is para- 
dise. This abstraction is surely erroneous, for this reason, that according 
to it the risen souls must be in paradise, which is nowhere taught—they are 
in Messiah’s kingdom. By pez’ éuov Jesus expresses definitely His descensus 
ad inferes,* in respect of which the fact that here circumstances required 
the mention of paradise only, and not of Gehenna, does not exclude what is 
contained in 1 Pet. iii. 18 f., as though we had here ‘‘a passage contradict- 
ing the analogy of doctrine” (de Wette).® 

Vv. 44-46. See on Matt. xxvil. 45, 50 f.; Mark xv. 338, 37 f. According 
to Luke, the connection of events was as follows : It was already about the 
sixth hour, when there is darkness over the whole earth till the ninth hour 
(yet the sun is still visible), then the sun also vanishes in darkness [oppos- 
ed by the correct reading, sce critical note]—the veil is rent—Jesus utters 
His last cry, and dies. —xai] as xix. 43: Mark xv. 25. [But see critical 
note.] —7d mveiud pov] my spirit, comprehending the whole spiritual 


1 Comp. also the Book of Enoch xxii. 9 f. 2 Konig, Lehre von d. Hillenf. p. 45 ff.; 
Not to be confounded with the heavenly Giider, Lehre v. a. Erschein. Jesu Chr. unter 
paradise, 2 Cor. xii. 4; Rey. ii.7. See on  d. Todten, p. 33 ff. 

xvi. 23; Lightfoot and Wetstein on the pas- 3 See, on the other hand. also West in the 
sage. Stud. u. IKrit. 1858, p. 252 ff. 
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nature, contrasted with the dying body ; Acts vil. 59.’— Ver. 46. eic yeipac 
cov x.T.A,] from Ps. xxxi. 6, which words Jesus makes His own, committing 
His spirit wholly to the disposal of God ; and this perfect surrender to God, 
whose control extends even to Hades (xvi. 22; Wisd. iii. 1 ; Acts ii. 27), 
is not out of keeping with ver. 483. — This prayer is to be placed after the 
rerédeorac of John xix. 80, and corresponds to the rapédoxev 1d rvevipa of 
John. Probably, however, the idea rapédwxev rd rvevua was only by the 
more accurately explaining tradition moulded into the definite words, as 
Luke has them. [See Note CLXXIII., p. 570. | 

Vv. 47-49. See on Matt. xxvii. 54-56 ; Mark. xv. 39-41. 170 yevduevor] 
that which had happened, namely, how Jesus had uttered the last loud cry, 
and had expired. Comp. Mark xv. 39, whom Luke follows. To refer it 
still further back (even to include also what is narrated in ver. 44 f.) is for- 
bidden by the éoyiodn x.r.A., to which idév cannot also refer. The plural 
expression, however, ra yevoueva, ver. 48, has a wider reference, since, in ac- 
cordance with cuurapay. éxi 7. Sewpiav rabr., 1t must include the entire proc- 
ess of the crucifixion down to ver. 46. — édéace tr. Gedy] 7.€., practically, by 
His confession, which redounded to the honor of God. Comp. John ix. 
24. In this confession, however, dixasoc (instead of the Son of God in Mark 
and Matthew) is a product of later reflection. [See Note CLXXIV., p. 570. ] 
— éni tyr Yewpiav tabr.| objectively : ad hoc spectaculwm, as Sewpia (occurring 
only here in the New Testament) is often applied by Greek writers to plays, 
public festivals, etc. —rirrovrec ra ori9| grief (vili. 52, xviii. 138). Accord- 
ing to Luke, the people did not, indeed, join in the mockery (ver. 85), 
though they probably chimed in with the accusation and the demand for 
His death (vv. 4, 5, 18, 18, 21, 23), and hence they prove themselves the 
mobile vulgus. The special cirewmstances had made them change their tune. 
— Ver. 49. ravtec of yvwarot ait@] those, to wit, who were present in Jerusa- 
lem. Luke alone has this statement, which, however, is so summary that 
even by the expression ard paxpéSev it does not contradict the narrative of 
John xix, 25.— yvvaixec] vill. 2 f£. — dpdcm r.] belonging to elorArecoav. 

Vv. 50-56. See on Matt. xxvii. 57-61; Mark xv. 42-47. Luke follows 
Mark with abbreviations, although with some peculiarities. — indpy.] be- 


longing to BovA. — dixatoc] justus, in the narrower meaning ; see the follow- 
ing parenthesis. It is a special side of dyaSdéc (eacellent). — Ver. 51. obk qv 


ovyk. | was not in agreement with their decision. Comp. on ver. 19.?-—k«. rH 
mpazer} and to the practice, the evil act.*—airév] rv Bovaevtov, as is implied 
in Bovdevtge, ver. 50, Winer, p. 132 [E. T. 146]. — Ver. 52. oiroc] recapitu- 
lating, Kitihner, I. p. 830. — Ver. 58. 2a&evr6] hewn in stone (Deut. iv. 49), 
therefore neither dug nor built. — od ob« jv «.7.2.] Comp. xix. 30 ; a more 
definite mode of expressing the cavé in Matthew. Comp. John xix. 41.4— 
Ver. 54. And it was the preparation day (the day of preparation for the Sab- 
bath, rpéca8Barov). Even here (comp. on Mark xy. 42) no trace of a festival 


1Comp. in general, Hahn, Theol. d. N. T. 3 See on Rom. viii. 18; Col. iii. 9. Comp. 
T. p. 410. Xen. Anadb. vii. 6. 17. 
2 As to ovycatatidence, assentior, see Locel- 4Jn respect of the emphatically cumula- 


la, ad Xen. Hph. p. 209. tive negatives, see Winer, p. 443 [&. T. 499]. 
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day is to be found in the day of Jesus’ death. Comp. vv. 26, 56. —érédw- 
oxe] elsewhere of the breaking of the natwral day (of the day light; see 
Matt. xxviii. 1); but here of the legal daybreak, which began with sunset. 
Not an inacewracy of expression, in which only prevailed the idea of the be- 
ginning of the day, but according to the Jewish mode of expression, which 
still, moreover, gave to the legal beginning of the day, at the closing in of 
night, the name of 18, on account of the lighting of the lamps, which the 
natural evening made necessary.'. That this mode of designation specially 
applied to the beginning of the Sabbath, on account of the Sabbath lights 
(see Lightfoot, Zeger, Clarius, Wetstein, Kuinoel, Bleek, and others), cannot 
be proved. The imperfect means : it would begin, was on the point of begin- 
ning. See Bernhardy, p. 873. — Ver. 55. karaxodovd.] following after, going 
after from the place of the cross, ver. 49, to the place of the grave, ver. 53. 
In the New Testament the word is found again only in Acts xvi. 17 ; comp. 
Jer. xvii. 16 ; Polyb. vi. 42. 2 ; Long. iii. 15. The meaning: ‘as far as 
down there into the grave,” is an addition of Lange's ; in card is found the 
idea of going after. — Ver. 56. uév] to which corresponds the dé, xxiv. 1 ; 
hence at the end of the chapter only a comma is to be placed. — According 
to Mark, they did not buy the spices till later. See on Mark xvi. 1. [See 
Note CLXXV., p. 570.] In Luke there is no offence against the Jewish ob- 
servance (Schenkel), which assuredly was well enough known to him, but 
there is a trace of the working day in the tradition which he follows.? 
Ebrard on Olshausen, p. 53 f., gives explanations which are only evasions, 
but which are of the less importance, as in this place Luke, with his incon- 
sequent notice, stands alone, 
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OLXVIII. Ver. 2. Xpiordv Baoiréa. _ 

Weiss. ed. Mey. prefers the rendering ‘‘ Messiah, a king ;’ comp. R. V. text. 
The margin of the R. V., ‘‘an anointed king,’’ gives a very improbable inter- 
pretation. 

CLXIX. Ver. 5. xcaW bAnc tr. "lovdaiac. 

In chap. iv. 44 the reading of the more ancient manuscripts indicates a min- 
istry extending throughout all Judaea. Otherwise Luke does not refer to any 
labors in Judaea proper. The statement here is an incidental confirmation of 
John’s narrative. It moreover suggests the wisdom of not assuming, as some 
modern critics do, that the Evangelists narrated all they knew of Christ’s 
labors. Comp. Meyer’s remark, p. 563. 


CLXX, Ver. 11. Herod’s Disposal of the Accusation. 


Weiss ed. Mey. infers from ver. 15 that Herod ‘had at least declared to 
Pilate that he had found no fault in Jesus, and thus appears to revenge him- 
self for his disappointed hopes (ver. 8), or for the contempt he encountered in 
the obstinate silence of Jesus (Godet).”” But see next Note. 


1 See the passages from the Rabbinical 2 Comp. on ver. 26; John xviii. 28, xiii. 
writers in Lightfoot, p. 892 f. Comp. 2. 29; Bleek, Beitr. p. 187. 
Vicod. 12. 


or 
-2 
os 


THE GOSPEL OF LUKE. 


CLXXI. Ver. 15. 


The reading of Tisch. (see critical note) is rendered in the R. Y. ‘‘for he 
sent Him back tous.’’ Pilate thus infers from the sending back that Herod 
deemed Jesus innocent. Tor this reason the reading is the less difficult one, 
since nothing is said of Herod’s examining the case. If it is accepted, it dis- 
poses of the suggestion of Weiss (see Note CLXX.). 


CLXXIT, Ver. 19. qv. . . BAndele ev 7. dvd. 


Meyer rejects the above well-supported reading as ungrammatical. But, as 
Meyer indicates in the case of the other reading, the participle and the verb need 
not be taken together periphrastically. The participle simply tells that he was 
cast into prison to account for his being there (7). So Weiss ed. Mey. Butt- 
mann’s objection (see critical note) fails to recognize this view of the construc- 
tion, which is strictly grammatical. The preposition év has then a pregnant 
force, since it suggests where he was as well as where he had been cast. 


CLXXIII. Ver. 46. ei¢ yeipac cov x.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. takes a somewhat different view of the origin of this saying. 
Its accuracy need not be doubted. It is as likely that John simply narrated as 
fact what really was put into words by our Lord, as that Luke followed a 
‘«more accurately explaining tradition.” 


CLXXIY. Ver. 47. dixaioc 7. 


The accounts of Matthew and Mark are probably more accurate, but d/ka:og 
is scarcely ‘‘a product of later reflection” (Meyer), or a toning down because 
the term ‘‘Son of God’’ seemed inappropriate in the mouth of a heathen 
(Weiss ed. Mey.). In view of all that the centurion must have known of the 
accusation against Jesus, the term used ‘‘implies something more ” (Godet). 


CLXXY. Ver. 56. kai 7d pév od BBarov K.7.2. 


The R. V. properly joins this clause with chap. xxiv.1. Luke has, in the 
previous clause, mentioned the buying of the spices; but he often carries 
out one source of thought and then begins anew with something which pre- 
ceded. His account does not necessarily imply that the spices Were bought 
before the Sabbath, 
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CHAPTER XXIV. 


Ver. 1. The reading Sabéac (Lachm. Tisch.), instead of the Recepia Babéoc, is 
so decisively attested by A BCD 8, etc., that the adjective form Babéoc must 
appear as the alteration of ignorant transcribers. — kai tuvec odv airaic] is want- 
ing in B C* L &, 33, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. (not Brix.) Dionys. Alex. Eus. Aug. 
Suspected by Griesb., deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. A supplementary addi- 
tion, in accordance with ver. 10, for which occasion seemed the rather to be 
given that Luke neither mentions Salome (Mark xvi. 1) in this place nor at ver. 
10, D has further expanded the addition. — Ver. 3. Instead of kat eiceA0oioa 
is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., on preponderating evidence, sice/foicas 
dé. The former is from Mark. — [W. and Hort bracket tov kup. Ijo., omitted in 
D, Latt.; so. R. V. marg.] — Ver. 4. éofjceoww aorp.| Lachm. Tisch. [recent edi- 
tors, R. V.] have éofijr aorpaxtoboy, in accordance with BD 8, Syr. al. Vulg. 
It. Eus. But the accustomed singular expression easily forced itself in. — Ver. 5. 
T0 Tpdowrov| Ta tpdowra is attested by a preponderance of authorities. So Tisch. 
It is the more to be preferred in proportion as the singular suggested itself 
the more readily to the transcribers. —[Ver. 6. W. and Hort bracket ov« gorw 

. 7yép0n, oraitted in D, Latt., R. V. marg. — Ver. 7. Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, 
R. V., with &* B C* L, place érz det after avpdérov. — Ver. 9. D, Latt. omit azo 
T. pon. (so KR. V. marg.), bracketed by W. and Hort.]— Ver. 10. Elz. Lachm. 
Tisch. have joav dé; Griesb.: 7v dé, on too feeble evidence. The words are 
wanting altogether in A DT andafew vss. The connection has not been ap- 
prehended, and for the restoration thereof, sometimes jay dé has been omitted 
(in order to connect it closely with what has preceded), sometimes ai has been 
intercalated afterwards (before é2eyov), sometimes both have been done. This 
ai is, with Lachm. Tisch., on decisive evidence, to be deleted. — After the 
second Mapia is to be inserted 7, with Lachm. and Tisch., on preponderating 
evidence. —[Ver. 11. Tisch., Treg., W. and Hort, R. V:, with 8 B DL, Vulg. 
Copt., have r. piuara taita.] — Ver. 12 is wanting in D, Syr.ie* Cant. Ver. Vere. 
Rd. Rejected by Schulzand Rinck. [Tisch. VIII.] Bracketed by Lachm. [Treg., 
W. and Hort ; doubted by Weiss, omitted in R. V. marg.|] But even if the great 
attestation is not in itself sufficient to justify a decision in favor of its genuine- 
ness (comp. on vy. 36, 39, 51 f.), still an interpolator from John xx. 5 ff. would 
have mentioned not only Peter, but also the GAdo¢ pabyrie (comp. ver. 24) ; and 
the words d0évia, rapaxirrew, and aniAbe mpoc éavt. (John, loc. cit.) might, in- 
deed, have been suggested to Luke from a source emanating from a Johannine 
tradition ; on the other hand, it is just the incompleteness of the notice, as 
well as the want of agreement in the contents with ver. 24, that would furnish 
a very obvious occasion for objection and for deletion. [It may be added that 
in this chapter D has a number of omissions, see notes throughout, which in- 
dicate that the scribe had a defective copy.] Ke/weva is suspicious, as it is 
wanting in B &, min. Copt. Sahid. Syr.ct Eus.; in other authorities it is placed 
after uéva. — [Ver. 17. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with *A* B L, Copt., read 
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kat £o7dOnoay oxvdpwrot.] —Ver. 18. [Recent editors, R. V., with 8 B L, read 
ovduari, instead of @ dvoua.] Elz. Lachm. have év ‘lepove. But decisive authori- 
ties are in favor of ‘Iepove. simply (Griesb. Matth. Scholz, Tisch.); év is an exe- 
getic insertion. The exceedingly weakly attested eic, which nevertheless Griesb. 
has commended, proceeds from the last syllable of mapouxetc. — Ver. 21. After 
aad ye read, with Lachm. and Tisch., cai(B D L 8), which disappeared because it 
could be dispensed with. — [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., with 8B L, Copt., 
omit ofuepov. — Ver. 22. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with SAB DL, read op- 
Opwat. — Ver. 24. Treg., W. and Hort, R. V.,with B D,Vulg., omit «ai, after Kaboc. 
— Ver. 27. Tisch., recent editors, R.V., with 8¢ BL, read dveppyqvevoev. | — Ver. 28. 
mpoceroieito| A BD L &, min. have rpooerougoaro. Commended by Griesb., adopt- 
ed by Lachm. Tisch. [recent editors, R. V.]. A correction, in accordance with 
the preceding and following aorists. — Ver. 29. After xéxAuxev is to be adopted 
70n. Itis found in BL &, min. Arr. Copt. Syr. Slav. ms. Vulg. It., was easily 
passed over by occasion of the following H Hwyepa, and perhaps if it had been 
added, would rather have been annexed to the foregoing 6rz mpdc¢ éor. éort. — 
Ver. 32. «ai d¢] Lachm. and Tisch. have merely oc, in accordance with B DL 
8% 33, also codd. of It. Ambr. Aug. Or. (which, however, omit o¢ éA. 7ju.). Right- 
ly ; «at was inserted for the connection, and in several versions even supplanted 
the oc. —[Ver. 33. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with 8 B D, 33, have the simple 
form 70poiopévovg. — Ver. 36. Tisch., recent editors, R. V., with & B D L, omit 
6 “Inoovce. | — After elprjvn ouiv Lachm. has in brackets éyé elu, py doPeiobe, fol- 
lowing GP, min. vss, Ambr. Aug. An addition from John vi. 20. But, more- 
over, the preceding x. Aéy. avtoic: eip. buiv, although it is wanting only in D and 
codd. of It. (deleted by Tisch.), is extremely open to the suspicion of being 
added from John xx. 19. [Retained by Treg., bracketed by W. and. Hort.] 
See also Lachm. inthe Slud. u. Krit. 1830, p. 843. A reason for its omission, 
if it had been original, would be hard to perceive. — Ver. 38. Instead of év raic¢ 
capo. BD, codd. of It. al. Lachm. and Tisch. have the singular ; the plural isan 
amendment. — Ver. 39. avrd¢ éy6 eiju] Several different arrangements of the 
words occur in the mss. and vss. Lachm. and Tisch, have éyé eis avréc, in 
accordance with B L & 33. — Ver. 40 is wanting only in D, codd. of It. Syr.c 
but is deleted by Tisch. [bracketed by recent editors], and comes under the 
same suspicion of being added from John (xx. 20) as the words xk. Aéy. air. eip. 
du., ver. 36.—Ver. 42. Kai amd pedioo. xp suspected by Griesb., deleted by 
Lachm. Tisch., in accordance with A B D LII 8, Cant. Clem. Or. Kus. Epiph. 
Ath. Cyr. An ancient omission on the part of a transcriber, probably only 
occasioned by «cai . . . cal. The peculiarity of the food betrays no interpola- 
tion ; Kai dprov or Kat aprov (comp, John xxi, 9) would rather have been added. 
[Treg. brackets the phrase ; W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. text, omit. — Ver. 44. 
Tisch., recent editors, read rpd¢ avrote, with 8B L, 33, Vulg., and add pov after 
76yo, with A BD L, 33.]— Ver. 46. kai otruc édec] is wanting in B O* DL &, 
Copt. Aeth. Arr. codd. of It. Fathers. Suspected by Griesbach and Rinck, 
bracketed by Lachm., deleted by Tisch. An addition in the way of gloss. — 
Ver. 47. [Tisch., W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V. marg., with 8 B, Copt., read eic, 
instead of kal, before dgeow.|— apdpuevorv] The reading apfduevor in B C* L N 
X 8 33, Copt. Aeth. Tisch. is to help out the construction, in connection with 
the omission of dé, ver. 48 (which Tisch., following B C* L &, has deleted). 
[Recent editors have apfdyevor, W. and Hort marg., R. VY. marg., joining with 
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ver. 48 ; they also omit dé, and Tisch., W. and Hort, with B D, Aug., omit éore 
in ver. 48; Treg. brackets, Weiss suspects it. — Ver. 49. Tisch., with 8 DL, 
Vulg., reads xayo, instead of xa? idod éyo; with recent editors, 8° CB L, 33, substi- 
tutes éarooréAAw for the simple verb ; and with recent editors, 8 BCDL, 
Copt. and Vulg., omits ‘Iepovoadju. — Ver. 50. Tisch.,recent editors, with 8 B 
CL, 33, omit éw and substitute zpdc for eic.] —Ver. 51 f. The omission of xa? 
avedépero el¢ T. ovpavév, and at the same time of rpooxuvycartec airév in the same 
set of authorities (D, Cant. Ver. Vere. Corb. Rd. Aug.), throws on both (the 
former is wanting also in S*) the grave suspicion (comp. on vv. 36, 39) of 
being added for the sake of completeness. [W. and Hort bracket both clauses, 
R. V..marg. omits.]— Ver. 53. In a few authorities alvoivrec kai is wanting 
(which Griesb., in accordance with B C* L &, Ar. p., regards as suspicious) 
[W. and Hort, Weiss, R. V., omit alvoivre¢ xai.]; in others cad evAoyowvtec (which 
Tisch., in accordance with D, codd. of It. Copt. Aug., has kept out). The 
Recepta is to be maintained, since aiveiv r. Oedv is especially frequent in Luke, 
‘but neither aivodvrec nor ebAoyovvrec offered. occasion for an addition by way of 
gloss. But «. evA. might easily drop out in consequence of the homoeoteleuton 
in aivotvrec and evAoyovrTec. 


Vv. 1-12. Comp. on Matt. xxviii. 1-8 ; Mark xvi. 1-8. — The question of 
the special sources from which Luke has taken the considerable portion that is 
peculiar to him in the account of the resurrection (Griesbach : from the mouth 
of the Joanna named by him alone, ver. 10), as well asin all that still follows 
that account, cannot be decided ; but assuredly he did not as yet know the 
conclusion of Mark as it now stands. — Badéwe (see the critical remarks) : 
the adverb’? of degree is immediately annexed to a substantive. Sce on 
2 Cor. xi. 23. Hence : deep in the morning, t.e., in the first morning twilight.? 
— Ver. 2. eipov dé x.t.2.] agrees as littleas Mark xvi. 4 with the narrative of 
the rolling away of the stone in Matt. xxvill. 2.—Ver. 4. év r@ dcarop. air. 
rept totrov] while they were in great perplexity concerning this.* In the New 
Testament only in Luke. Still Lachmann and Tischendorf [recent editors, 
R. V.] have the simple form dzopeicda (B C D Ls), but this easily crept 
in through neglect of the compound form. Also ix. 7, Acts ii. 12, the 
reading #ropeito occurs. — éxéor.] as ii. 9. —dvdpec] The angels (ver. 28) are 
designated according to the form of the appearance which they had in the 
view of the women.* Comp. Actsi. 10; Mark xvi. 5. And their clothes 
had a flashing brightuess (aorparr.). — Ver. 5. ti Cyreite x.7.2. | indicating the 
groundlessness of their search. —rdv Cévra] denotes Jesus not as Him who is 
Himself the life (Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, following John i. 4), nor 
yet.the conquering life (de Wette), but, according to the context, quite 


A, Tim. p. 49 B. 


1 Baéws might, it is true, be also the geni- 
4 Schleiermacher makes out of this, per- 


tive of the adjective (see generally, Lobeck, 


ad Phryn. p. 246 f.). Thus Bleek, Buttmann, 
and Schegg. Only no certain instance of 
such a genitive form occurs in the New 
Testament. 

2 Comp. Plat. Crit. p. 43 A, Prot. p. 310 A. 
The opposite is: 0 écyatos épdpos, Theocr. 
Xxiv. 63. 

3 Comp. Plat. Phaedr. p. 237 A, Soph. p. 217 


sons commissioned by Joseph of Arimathaea. 
By means of such, Joseph had had the body 
of Jesus brought away from the grave, in 
which it had been provisionally laid. See 
L. J.p. 471. At an earlier period Schleier- 
macher made another shift, but not a bet- 
ter. See Strauss in Hilgenfeld’s Zetéschr. 
1863, p. 386 ff. 
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simply Him who is alive, and no vexpéc. Comp. ver. 28. — pera tov vexpov] 
the grave is im general conceived of as the place where the dead are, where, 
therefore, he who is sought, is sought among thedead. Ver. 6 f. d¢ éAdd.] ix. 
22, xvii. 82 f. The reference to Galilee (Matthew and Mark) Luke could 
not adopt ; see vv. 49, 50. —rdv vidv rod avdp.] The designation of Himself 
previously used by Jesus. After the resurrection He no longer calls Him- 
self by this name. Comp. ver. 26. dvtpdr. duapr.| heathens. Comp. xviii. 
82; Gal. ii. 15. Otherwise Matt. xxvi. 45.— Ver. 8. It is psychologically 
improbable that the remembrance occurred to them now for the first time 
and at the prompting of the angel, if Jesus actually foretold His resurrection 
in terms so definite. But see on Matt. xvi. 21.— Ver. 9. k. raoz Toi¢ Aouroic] 
who adhered to the company of the disciples as followers of Jesus. — Ver. 
10 f. According to the corrected reading (see the critical remarks), 7oav dé 
. . ‘IaxéBov is a supplementary enumeration of the most eminent of the 
women who brought the tidings ; after which by means of kai ai Aviat 
«.7.a. the same bringing of the tidings is related also of their female com- 
panions, and then by xa? éddvyoav «.t.A. the narration is further continued. 
There were, however (these women who returned and announced, etc.), Mary 
Magdalene and Joanna and Mary the mother of James, moreover («ai), the rést 
of the women with them told this to the apostles, and their words appeared to 
them asa fable, and they believed them not. [See Note CLXXYVI., p. 590.] 
Asto Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of James, see on Matt. xxvii. 55 f. ; 
as to Joanna, on Luke vill. 3. —éddvycav] the plural of the verb with the 
neuter plural (see, in general, Winer, p. 456 [E. T. 514]) denotes here the 
declarations of the several individual persons.’ — dijpoc| a foolish rumor, trick.* 
— Ver. 12. The disciples did not believe the women, but Peter, hasty and im- 
petuous as he was, desired to inform himself by his own sight about this en- 
igmatical state of affairs. To take édpauev as a pluperfect (Paulus) is on ac- 
count of BAérec impossible ; a perverted system of harmonizing, in which even 
Calvin led the way. Of the ad2o¢ wadyrjc of John xx. 3, Luke says nothing, 
but, according to ver. 24, does not exclude him. The account is vague in 
the connection of its several parts,? as even ver. 34 presupposes something 
that is not related. —- rapaxty).] stooping down into the grave, John xx. 5, 11. 
—6va] so that thus the corpse was gone.*— rpoc éavr.] not : with Himself 


1 See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iv. 3. 12. 

2 Plat. Protag. p. 347 D, Hipp. maj. p. 804 
B: Ajpous kat daAvapias; Xen. Hist. iv. 8. 15; 
Arist. Plut. 23, and elsewhere; Soph. 
Trach. 435: Anpetyv avSpos ox oawdppovos. 

3 Since vv. 24 and 84 presuppose what 
nevertheless is not previously narrated, it 
is certainly to be assumed that vv. 1-12 and 
ver. 13 ff. have been taken from two dis- 
tinct sources, which Luke in his working 
up has not sufficiently compared together. 
There has not been wanting here, more- 
over, the supposition of a tendency Accord- 
ing to Baur (Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 61), the 
scene at Emmaus is to put in the background 
the manifestation which was made only to 


Peier. 

4 That the grave was empty is so decid- 
edly and clearly in the whole of the New 
Testament (in opposition to Weizsiicker, 
p. 572) the correlative of the resurrection 
of Jesus (see also Rom. vi. 4; Col. ii. 12), 
that it isnot at all to the purpose when 
Keim (Geschichil. Chr. p. 184) adds to the 
expression of his belief in an appearance of 
Jesus in glorified corporeality, ‘* 2¢ makes no 
matter whether the grave was empty or not.” 
Keim, moreover, contends with force 
against the visionary view of the resurrec- 
tion. See against this kind of view, also 
Gebhardt, D. Aufersteh. Christ. 1864, p. 18 ff.; 
Diisterdieck, Apol. Beitr. I. p. 8 ff.; Weiss 
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(as Mark xiv. 4; Luke xviii. 11), so that it would belong to @aupdlov (Lu- 
ther, Castalio, Grotius, Wolf, Schegg, and others, following the Vulgate), in 
which case, however, it would be superfluous, and its position before Savud- 
Cov would have no motive ; but it belongs to dr#ibe : to his home, i.e., xpd¢ 
tiv éavtow dcaywoygv, Kuthymius Zigabenus. Comp. John xx. 10. Examples 
in Kypke, I. p. 337. —@avydl. 1d yeyovde] curgxe yap, dre ob peretéOn’ 7 yap av 
eta TOv Ofovion wereréOy, Euthymius Zigabenus.’ Comp. John xx. 7 f. 

Vv. 13, 14. The journey to Hmmaus, peculiar to Luke. Mark xvi. 12 isa 
meagre intimation of the same history from another source. — 7cav rop. ] were 
on the way. —2é£ airav] in general: of the followers of Jesus, é« tv bAov 
palytév, Huthymius Zigabenus. They did not belong to the twelve (see ver. 
53) ; Whether they were of the seventy (Jerome, Euthymius Zigabenus, and 
others) cannot be determined. In other respects they are perfectly un- 
known. Luke, ver. 18, names only the one (Kiedrac is the same as KAeérarpoc, 
distinct from the Hebrew name Kiordac, John xix. 25, or Alphaeus), and 
that, indeed, accidentally, because he introduces him actually speaking. 
In this way it is left in doubt whether he knew the name of the other or 
not (Ambrose calls him Ammaon). From the fact of his not being named, 
there is neither to be concluded a greater (Bornemann) nor a less (Kuinoel) 
degree of knowledge regarding him ; and who he may have been is not at 
all to be conjectured, although Nathanael (so Epiphanius), Bartholomen, 
Peter, or another Simon (Origen, Cyril), nay, in spite of i. 2, Luke himself 
Gn Theophylact, so also Lange, I. p. 252), and even, conjecturally (Holtz- 
mann), the younger James, as having made the journey with his father Al- 
phaeus (but in 1 Cor. xv. 7 the Lord’s brother is meant)—have been guess- 
ed. — ’Euuaotc] in Josephus, Bell. vii. 6. 6. ’Aypaode, a village, also accord- 
ing to Josephus 60 stadia (74 geographical miles) in a north-western direc- 
tion from Jerusalem—not to be confounded, as has often been done since 
Eusebius and Jerome (Robinson, Pal. Ill. p. 281 f.), with the town of 
Emmaus, 1 Mace. iii. 40, ix. 50, in the plain of Judaea, which since the 
third century after Christ has been named Nicopolis, and is 176 stadia from 
Jerusalem.” Zschokke, D. neutest. Hmmaus, 1865, following tradition, is 
again in favor of the present village of Kubeibeh, and that on the ground of 


in the Stud. u. Krit. 1866, p. 173 f.; Uhlhorn, 
D. modernen Darstell. d. Leb, Jesu, 1866, 


tion of every mention of the resurrection 
throughout the whole New Testament, in 


p. 115 ff. 

1 Even this simple observation of Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus is sufficient to show that 
every other cause by which the corpse may 
have disappeared from the grave, apart 
from His resurrection, is inconceivable. 
Schenkel, indeed (in his Zeitschr. 1865, 5), 
when he defines the resurrection as ‘the 
real mysterious self-revelation of the personal- 
ity of Christ emerging living and imperisha- 
tle from death,” uses for this purpose no 
grave, since he makes the personality of 
Christ emerge only from death, not from 
the grave. But the certainty that Christ 
came forth from the grave is at the founda- 


which reference, especially also the moral 
idea of ovvdartrecdar and cuveyeiperdar 
Xpiov@ (Rom. vi. 4; Col. ii. 12, iii. 1; Eph. ii. 
6) is of importance. 

2 Hence we find, in some mss. (including 
S) and vss., the reading éxarov ¢ééjxovta, 
which Tisch.synops. [not Tisch. VIII.] on 
insufficient evidence prefers. Even Arnold 
expresses himself as not averse to identify- 
ing it with Nicopolis. See, in general, 
Ritter’s Palestine, XVI. pp. 512, 545; Arnold 
in Herzog’s Hncykl. Il. p. 778 f.; Thrupp in 
The Journal of Classical and Sacred Philology, 
1860, p. 262 ff. 
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the more recent measurement of the distance from Jerusalem. Others : 
Culonich; others: Kurjat et Enab.—Ver. 14. x. airoi] and they, on their 
part, said, in view of the appearance of Jesus to them, ver. 15 f.—7repi? rav- 
Tov Tov ovuBeBnk. tobrwv] vv. 1-12. In their subsequent discourse with the 
unknown one at ver. 18 ff. they are more prolix.' 

Vv. 15, 16. kat aizéc] cai is the usual form after éyévero (comp. ver. 4; see 
on v. 12), and airéc, He Himself, of whom they were speaking. — éyyicac] 
probably overtaking them from behind. — éxparovyro x.7.2.] they were held so 
so that they knew Him not. Examples of kpareioba of organs of the body : 
impediri, quominus vim et actionem sibi propriam exserant, ‘‘to be hindered 
from showing the power and action proper to them,” see in Kypke. The 
expression itself, which indicates a peculiar external influence, not to speak 
of its telic connection, as well as the correlative dijvoiyOyoav x.7.2. in ver. 
31, should have prevented their failure to recognize Him from being attrib- 
uted to an unfamiliar dress of Jesus, and to an alteration of His counte- 
ance by the tortures of crucifixion ; or, on the other hand, to the disciples’ 
own dejection (Paulus, Kuinoel, Lange, and others). The text represents 
only a wonderful divine effect. The matter is otherwise represented in Mark 
xvi. 12, where Jesus appears év érépa popd7. 

Vv. 17, 18. What are these discourses that ye in turn throw out to one another as 
ye walk, and are of gloomy countenance? Instead of kai évrec oxvpwro/, the ad- 
dress passes over into the finite verb, bringing out this characteristic 
more emphatically, Matthiae, § 632; Kiihner, § 675. 4. After cai we are not to 
supply 7¢ (Beza). The relative clause ob¢ avt.3a22. zp. aAA. corresponds to the 
idea of cvtyreiv (disputare). [See Note CLXXVIL., p. 590.] — od pdvo¢e rapor- 
ele k.T.A.] Dost thou alone dwell as a stranger in Jerusalem, and hast not 
learned, etc.? In respect of this question of surprise, it is to be considered 
—(i) that the destiny of Jesus is so entirely the only thought in the soul of 
the two disciples, and appears to them now so absolutely as the only possible 
subject of their conversation and their sadness, that from their standpoint 
they instantly conclude from the question of the unknown one that he 
cannot at all know what has come to pass, since otherwise he would not 
begin by asking of what they speak and why they look sad ; (2) that pdvoc 
belongs to rapocketc and Kai obk éyvoc ; so that thus raporkeic ‘Tep. Kad ode éyvac 
(there is no comma to be placed before kai), taken together, constitute the 
ground of their question, whether itis he alone in whose experience thisis the 
case. Hence it is wrong to take «ai in the place of a relative. Comp. John 
vil. 4. [See Note CLXXVIIL, p. 590.] — raporxeiv ‘Iepove. may either mean : 
dwell as a stranger in Jerusalem (thus often in the LXX.; usually with éy, 
but also with the accusative, Gen. xvii. 8 ; Ex. vi. 4), or: dwell near, at 
Jerusalem ;? thus ‘Tepovs. would be in the dative. The former view is the 
usual and the correct one (comp. Heb. xi. 9; Acts vii. 6, xiii. 17; 1 Pet. i. 17, 
ji. 11), since the disciples might recognize the unknown, perchance, as a 
foreign pilgrim to the feast (even from his dialect), but not as a dweller in 

1On opacity = dradéyerOar, comp. Xen. tion, Bleek ; comp. Xen. De redit.i. 5; Isocr. 


Anab. iv. 3. 2. Panegyr. 162; Thue, iii. 98; Lucian, D. 
2 Grotius, Rosenmiiller, and, with hesita- diet 
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the vicinity of Jerusalem. Ungrammatically,! Theophylact, also Zeger and 
others, have taken rapocceiv as simply to dwell ; and Castalio, Vatablus, 
Clarius, and Kuinoel have taken it in the figurative sense of évov eivar, and 
hospitem esse: ‘de lis, qui quid agatur ignorant, art thou then alone so strange 
to Jerusalem?” 

Vv. 19-21. Iota] seil. obk éyvov yevouevan.t.A. The qualitative word of in- 
terrogation presupposes things of a special kind which must have happened; 
mpooroeita ayvovav, Kuthymius Zigabenus, — oi dé eixov|] Probably here also 
Cleopas was the speaker, and the other added his own assent to what was 
said. — 6c éyévero] not : who was (thus usually), but : who became, whereby 
the idea se praestitit, se pracbuit (see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anabd. i. 7. 4), is ex- 
pressed. — av7p xpog.| an honorable expression, Bernhardy, p. 48. — duvaric 
év épyy Kk. A6yw]? év marks the sphere wherein, etc. Comp. Acts xviii. 24, vii. 
22; Judith xi. 8; Ecclus. xxi. 8. In the classical writers the mere dative 
of the instrument is the usual form.* In this place épyw is put first as con- 
taining the first ground of acknowledgment of the Messianic dignity. Comp. 
Actsi. 1; John x. 38; Acts x. 38. — évavriov x.7.4.] @.¢., so that He repre- 
sented Himself as such to God and the whole people. — Ver. 20. éxwe re] et 
quomodo, ‘‘and in what way,” still depending on the oi« éyvwe of ver. 18, 
which is mentally supplied as governing ra rept "Ijood «.7.2. On eile xpiva 
Oavarov, to the condemnation of death, comp. xxiii. 24. —xKat écoraipwcar] for it 
was their work that He was crucified by the governor. Comp. Acts. ii. 23. 
—Ver. 21. ueic dé HAriCouer| but we, on our part, were entertaining the hope 
(observe the imperfect), etc. This hope, demolished by the crucifixion, how 
soon was itagain inflamed! Acts i. 6. — avréc] He, and no other-—vrpoicAa:] 
according to the politico-theocratic idea of the national Messiah. Comp. 
Acts i. 6, and see Theophylact. — 42.24 ye] but indeed, although we cherished 
this hope.*— kai] (see the critical remarks) : besides. —odv aor tobraic] obv 
denotes the accompanying circumstance: with all this, i.e., with the having 
undergone all this fate, namely, of being delivered up and crucified (ver. 
20).° —rpiryy rabtyv yuépav cyst ofuepov| The subject is Jesus, who immedi- 
ately before was the subject emphatically made prominent.§ 
juépav is equivalent to rabryv tpitnv obcav juépav, Or tabryy, 7 Tpitn early yuépa.” 
Hence : But indeed, besides all this, He passes this present day as the third 
In this case, it is true, ofuepov is superfluous, but it corresponds 


Tpitny TavTay 


since, etc. 


1 Not to be supported by passages such 
as Gen xxiv, o/s Num. xx155 Ps. xye J; 
exx. 6, where the LXX. have translated 
AW and {av by terms more specific than the 
original. 

2 Comp. Thuc. i. 139. 4, where Pericles is 
called Adyety Te kal mpdooey Suvatwtatos. 

3 See Bornemann, Schol. p. 159. See ex- 
amples of both arrangements: ¢pyw k. A. 
and Adoyw x. é.,in Lobeck, Paralip. p. 64 f.; 
Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 3. 6; Pflugk, 
ad Gur. Hee. 373. 

4See Hermann, ad Hur. Ton. 1345, Praef. 
p. xx.; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2. 12. On 
the immediate juxtaposition of the two par- 


37 


ticles, a usage foreign to the older Greek 
writers, see Bornemann, Sc/ol. p. 160 ; Klotz, 
ad Devar. pp. 15 f., 25; Stallbaum, ad Plat. 
Rep. I. p. 331 B. 

5 Comp. Neh. v. 18; 3 Macc. i. 22; and 
see, generally, Ellendt, Lew. Soph. II. p. 763. 

® Comp. Beza, Kypke. dayew, of time: to 
spend ; as €.g. dékatov Etos ayev, to be in the 
tenth year, and the like, does not belong 
merely to the later Greek. Sophocles, £7. 
258, has: éwerta wolas Hnuépas Soxecs pm’ ayeuv : 
What kind of days thinkest thou J anv spend- 
ing ? Compare the passages in Kypke. 

7See Kiihner, ad Xen, Anab. iy. 7. 5. 
Compr niy 5.9. 


Tt 
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to the painful excitement of the words. [See critical note ; the word is to 
be omitted.} Comp. Mark xiv. 29. dye: has been ungrammatically taken 
as impersonal: agitur (Grotius, Bengel, Rosenmiiller, Kuinoel, de Wette, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Buttmann, Bleek, and others); while others 
grasp at arbitrary modes of supplying the subject, as 6 ypévog (Camera- 
rius), Oedé¢ (Heinsius), 6 #Ac0¢ (Hr. Schmid, Heumann). Bornemann regards 
‘Topayaas the subject: ‘‘Is dies, guem Israel hodie celebrat, tertius est, ex 
quo,” ‘* This day, which Israel to-day celebrates, is the third, from which,” ete. 
But the context leads us neither to Israel nor to the mention of the cele- 
bration of the festival. 

Vv. 22, 23. Nevertheless on this frustration of our hopes the following 
also has occurred, which has again aroused them, and still (ver. 24) has left 
them till now unfulfilled. —é& judv} from our company, O¢ mueic moral, 
Euthymius Zigabenus. — épprac] an Attic form, instead of which, however, 
the later dp§pivai* is preponderatingly attested, and is, with Lachmann and 
Tischendorf, to be preferred. [See critical note. ] —kai py ebp.| kal. . . 72.60v, 
instead of carrying on the participial expression in conformity with yevduevar, 
continues with greater emphasis in an independent sentence. — kai éxraciay 
«.7T.A.| Kal: and moreover, besides the fact that they found not the body. — 
ot Aéyovow | indicative, the direct vision mingling in a lively manner with the 
oratio obliqua.? 

Ver. 24. Tuvéc] therefore not merely Peter, ver. 12. But did Luke con- 
ceive these several persons as having gone together? Probably, according to 
the analogy of ver. 22. Moreover, comp. on ver. 12. —otro kadoc x.7.A. | 
namely, that the corpse was not in the grave. — airov 02 odx eidov| but Him, 
Him who yet, according to that angelic assurance narrated by the women, 
was to live, Him they saw not; a tragical conclusion ! 

Vy. 25, 26. Avréc] He on Ilis part, after the disciples had thus helplessly 
expressed themselves. —dvéyroe (Rom. i. 14; Gal. 1. 2 f.), without intelli- 
gence, refers to the understanding, and Bpadsic rh xapdia to the whole internal 
living activity, in respect of which (dative) its dulness, 7.e., its deficiency in 


the proper susceptibility and fixedness of purpose, is reproved. cxAypoxapdia, 
Mark xvi. 14, is stronger.? -— row riotetew] a genitive of nearer definition de- 
pendent on Bpadeig (see Winer, p. 290 [E. T. 324]) ; slow to believing confi- 
dence in.* —raow] not merely referring to a single thing. There was want- 
ing to them the faith without exception, otherwise they would have recognized 
even the suffering and death of the Messiah as prophesied, and haye rightly 
discerned them ; éore yap miotetew Kai pepixoc Kat xadddov, ‘for these a be- 
lieving both partial and entire,” Theophylact. — Ver. 26. Must not the 
Messiah, etc., namely, according to the prophetically announced divine de- 
cree. Comp. ver. 44 ff.—ravra] with emphasis: this, which He, to wit, 


1 See Sturz, Dial. Mac. p. 186; Lobeck, ad posite: ayxivous, Plat. Phaed”. p. 239 A; 


Phryn. p. 51. Diog. Laert. vii. 93 ; also ofvs, Plat. Rep. vii. 
2 Bernhardy, p. 299; Reisig, Conject. p. 226 f. D. 526 B. 
3 On Bpadvs as tardus, “ slow,” in the spirit- 4On motevew éxi with a dative, comp. 


wal sense, comp. JU. x. 226; Plat. Defin. p. 415 Matt. xxvii. 42; Rom. ix. 33, x. 11; 1 Tim. i. 
Ei: dvopadia Bpadutns ev wadjoer. Theophr. 16; 1 Pet. ii. 6. , 
Mor. not, 14; 7 Bpadirns tis Wuxjs. The op- 
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had in fact suffered, and which causes you to be so cast down. — kat eloe70. 
ei¢ T. 0dFav airov| not as though He had already by the resurrection in itself, 
and before the ascension, attained to His dda (for His heavenly condition is 
not until His glory after death, see ix. 26, xxi. 27; Phil. ii. 9 f.; 1 Pet. i. 
21; 1 Tim. iti. 16; John xx. 17, xvii. 5, and elsewhere), but out of the 
foregoing éer, dei is here to be supplied : and must Henot attain unto His 
glory ? Wherefore, on the one hand, those sufferings needed first to pre- 
cede ; and, on the other, He must be again alive. The definite ice. ei¢ 7. 
d6€. is not to be evaporated into the general ‘‘ attain His destination” 
(Schleiermacher).' 

Ver. 27. Kai azd rdvrwv +. rpod.| apEduevoc is to be conceived of succes- 
sively: He began from Moses, and when He had finished with him, from all 
the prophets, taking them one by one in succession, consequently making of 
each one of them a new commencement of His drepuAvevore. Thus the 
reproach of a careless (Winer), inevact (Buttmann, Bleek), or defective (de 
Wette) mode of expression (Acts ili. 24) becomes, to say the least, unneces- 
sary. What special passages Jesus referred to, Luke unfortunately does not 
tell us. Theophylact adduces many, and specially Jacob Capellus, from 
Gen. iii. 15 down to 2 Chron. Comp. also Erasmus, Paraphr.? — dcepyh- 
vevev| He interpreted,*® to wit, by explanation according to their destination 
referred to Him, 7.¢., having their fulfilment in Him. [The imperfect was 
substituted as more suitable, see critical note.}]— ra mepi aitov] scil. yeypap- 
péva, implied in ypagaic ; otherwise, xxii. 37. 

Vv. 28, 29. "Eoynparilero roppwtéipo ropeberdar &¢ adxAd¢ ovvodourdpoc, ‘‘ He 
was assuming to go further as simply a fellow-traveller,” Euthymius Ziga- 
benus. He desired to prompt the ¢mvitation, which was a matter of decorum, 
but knew that it would follow. Comp. Mark vi. 48. The imperfect rpoce- 
roveito (He feigned, gave Himself the air) and then the aorist rapeBidcarro : 
a lively representation. — ropebecdac] not: that He 2s constrained or wishes to 
go farther, but we must conceive that for appearance’ sake He actually 
began to move forward. — Ver. 29. On xapefidc., they constrained, to wit, 
by means of urgent entreaty.4 They felt their holiest interests engaged to 
this stranger (ver. 32). That these two disciples dwelt in Emmaus is pos- 
sible, but follows just as little from peivoy pe qudv (comp. tod péivar odv 
avroic) as from eio#ASe. For to the latter expression is not to be supplied 
eic THY olkiay avrov, but from ver. 28 : eic THY Kounv ; that invitation, how- 
ever, does not of necessity mean: stay in our lodging, but may just as well 
signify : stay in our company, pass the night with us in the house of our host. 
Comp. John i. 39 f. 

Ver. 30. Jesus proceeds not as a guest, but as the master of the house, ac- 
cording to His accustomed manner in the circle of His disciples ; thus, it is 


1 As to supplying the verb in another general, Hengstenberg, Christol. III. 2, 


tense, see Bornemann on xxiv. 27, ad Xen. 
Apol. § 26; and, generally, Kriiger, § 62. 4. 
1; also Nagelsbach, Anm. z. Ilias, ed. 3, 
ees 6; 

2In respect of the prophecies bearing 
upon the sufferings of the Messiah, see, in 


p. €8 ff. 

3 Acts ix. 36; 1 Cor. xii. 830; 2 Mace. i. 36; 
Polyb. iii. 22. 3. 

4Comp. Acts xvi. 15; Gen. xix. 3; also 
avayKacgev, Xiv, 23; Matt. xiy. 22. 


~ 
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true, that does not appear by which they recognize Him, but probably it is 
the external situation, corresponding to the opening of their eyes that now 
follows, which enhances the certainty and the impression of the recognition. 
Comp. ver. 35. — evAdynoe] ‘‘ Tres, qui simul comedunt, tenentur ad gratias 
indicendum,” ‘‘ Three who eat together are bound to give thanks,” Berac. 
f. 45, 1. It is the master of the house giving thanks before the meal. It 
is quite arbitrary for most of the church Fathers (Augustine, Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, and many others) and Catholics (so also Sepp, not Schegg, 
but Bisping) to decide that Jesus celebrated the Lord’s Supper,’ from which 
even the év 76 xaraxdvd. ought to have guarded them, since this in fact points 
to the time before the proper beginning of the meal (as they reclined). Comp. 
on iii. 21. 

Ver. 31. Avrdv dé dinvotySncav of 6¢9aruoi| is the opposite of of o¢SaApoi 
As the latter, so also the former, according to 
Luke, is to be referred to extraordinary divine causation. [See Note 
CLXXIX., p. 590.] This is opposed to the view (Paulus, Kuinoel, and 
others) that’ the disciples, only by means of the accustomed breaking of 
bread and giving of thanks by Jesus, wherein they had more attentively 
considered Him and had seen His pierced hands, arrived at the recognition 
of Him who until then had been unknown to them. Comp. on ver. 30.— 
abvrov| with liyely emphasis placed first. What Jesws did is previously de- 
scribed. — ava/yew] (more strongly dravoiyew) tobe o¢Sarpotc, which is often 
used of the healing of blind people,” describes in a picturesque manner the 
endowing with a capacity, bodily or spiritual, of recognizing what before was 
unknown.* — agavto¢ éyévero ax’ aitév| He passed away from them invisibly.* 
Luke intends manifestly to narrate @ sudden invisible withdrawal effected 
through divine agency ; hence those do wrong to his intention and to the ex- 
pression who, like Kuinoel, make out of it only a subito ab tis discessit, so 
that this departure would not have been observed till it occurred (Schleier- 
macher, LZ. J. p. 474). Beza well says that Luke has not said avroic, but 
an’ avrov ; ‘ne quis existimet praesentem quidem Christum cum ipsis man- 
sisse, sed corpore, quod cerni non posset,” ‘‘ lest some should suppose that 
Christ indeed had remained with them, but in a body which could not be 
perceived.” The Ubiquists supported the doctrine of the invisible presence 
of Christ’s body by the passage before us. Comp. Calovius. — On the word 
agavtoc—which is very frequent in the poets, but only rarely used in prose, 
and that of a late period, and, moreover, is not found in the LXX. and the 
Apocrypha—instead of the classical prose word ddavjc, see Wesseling, 
ad Diod. iv. 65. 


1 The Catholics make use of vy. 30 and 85 
asa defence of their Lucharistia sub una 
specie, ‘under one element.’? See the Confut. 
Confess. Aug. Il. 1. Even Melanchthon does 


avTov éexpatovvro, ver. 16. 


one part only is given ; ‘since by the naming 
of a part the rest is signified by the common 
custom of speech,’” Apol. x. 7, p. 234. 

2 Matt./ix..30) Sexardag Onn im. LOVeI A 7, 


not refuse to explain the passage before us 
of the Lord’s Supper, disapproving, never- 
theless, of the conclusion drawn from it: 
anam partem tantum datam esse; ‘‘ quia 
partis appellatione reliquum significatur 
communi consuetudine sermonis,”’ ‘that 


Kol, Kone 

SiGen. i. 5, 7) xxi doe Kings yi. 17, 20% 
comp. Acts xxvi. 8. 

4 Comp. on yivecOat azo Tivos, to withdraw 
from any one, Xen. Mem. i. 2.25; Bar. iii. 
21. 
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Vv. 32, 33. Ody? 4 xapdia Auov kavopévn qv év huiv;| Was not our heart on 
Jire within us? The eatraordinarily lively emotions are, as in all languages, 
represented under the image of burning, of heat, of being inflamed, and the 
like.’ Hence the meaning : Was not our heart in an extraordinarily fervent 
commotion? Comp. Ps. xxxix. 4; Jer. xx. 9. Quite naturally the two 
disciples abstain from explaining more fully the excitement of feeling that 
they had experienced, because such an excitement, comprehending several 
affections, rises into consciousness, as divided into its special elements, the 
less in proportion as its experiences are deep, urgent, and marvellous. The 
connection of the question with what precedes is: ‘‘ Vere Christus est, nam 
non alia potuit esse causa, cur in via eo loquente tantopere animus noster 
inflammaretur,’’ Maldonatus. — é¢ diujvocyev x.t.2.] without cai (see the crit- 
ical remarks) adds the special to the general asyndetically, in which form 
that which is urgent and impressive of the recollection expresses itself. — 
Ver. 33. aizi tH Ope] Certainly after such an experience the meal of which 
they had intended to partake was immediately given up. They had now 
no more irresistible necessity than that of communicating with their fellow- 
disciples in Jerusalem, and ‘‘jam non timent iter nocturnum, quod antea 
dissuaserant ignoto comiti, ver. 29,” ‘‘now they do not dread the night jour- 
ney, from which they had previously dissuaded their unknown companion, 
ver. 29,” Bengel. 

Vv. 34, 35. Aéyovrac] belongs to rode évdexa kat trove civ avroic, who in a 
body met them as they arrived with the cry : 7yép87 6 whpioe «.t.2. On the 
discrepancy with Mark xvi. 18, see on the passage.— 7yép37 and 937 are 
placed first with triumphant emphasis, as contrasted with what is narrated 
at vv. 11, 12. The appearance to Peter, which Luke has not related further 
(but see 1 Cor. xv. 5), took place in the interval, after what is contained in 
ver. 12. ‘‘Apparitiones utrimque factae, quibus se invicem confirmabant 
illi, quibus obtigerant,” ‘‘The appearances took place to both parties, and 
those to whom they had happened mutually confirmed each other with 
them,” Bengel. — Siuwr] at that time the name which was still the general 
favorite in the circle of the disciples. According to Lange’s fancy, the 
apostle after his fall laid aside his name of Peter, as a priest his consecrated 
robe, and an officer his sword. Jesus Himself named him, indeed, before 
and after his fall, almost exclusively Stmon.? In Luke xxii. 34, Ilérpe hasa 
special significance. — Moreover, ver. 34 ought to have forbidden the as- 
sumption that Luke distinguishes the two disciples who went to Emmaus 
above the apostles (Hilgenfeld).— Ver. 35. kai airoi] and they on their part, 
as contrasted with those who were assembled.— év 7 «2dacec] not : in the 
breaking, but at the time of the breaking. See on ver. 81. [But see Note 
CLXXIX., p. 590. ] 

Vv. 36, 87. Autoc gory év péow attov] He Himself stood in the midst of them. 
These words point to the fact that Luke, who already at ver. 31 has related 
also a sudden disappearance and vanishing of Jesus, conceived of a marvel- 
lous, instantaneous appearance of the Risen One in the circle of His disciples, 


1 Wetstein and Kypke én loc.; Musgrave, 2 Matt. xvii. 25; Mark xiy. 37; Luke xxii. 
ad Soph. Aj. 473. 81; John xxi. 15.) 
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and this is confirmed by the narrative in John xx. 19 of the appearance of 
Jesus within closed doors. The subsequently (ver. 37) related impression 
upon those who were assembled is, moreover, easily explained from this 
fact, although they had just before spoken as specified at ver. 34. —év pécw} 
‘Cid significantius quam in medium,” Bengel. — eipiyn byuiv| Peace to you! 
The usual Jewish greeting p29 Diy, x. 5. —Ver. 37. rvetua] a departed 
spirit, which, having come from Hades, appeared as an wmbra in an appar- 
ent body ; the same that Matthew, xiv. 26, calls ddyracua. 

Ver. 88. Wherefore arise thoughts in your heart? i.e., wherefore have ye 
not immediately and without any consideration (sce on Phil. li. 14) recognized 
me as the person I am? 

Ver. 39. In the jirst half of the verse Jesus desires to remove from His 
disciples their consternation, and that by means of their being required to 
convince themselves that it is He Himself (no other) ; in the second half He 
desires to oppose the notion of a rvevua, and that in such a way that they 
should be persuaded that it is He bodily. The two parts of ver. 39 corre- 
spond, that is to say, to the two parts of ver. 38. — rd¢ yeipdc pou kK. T. rédac 
pz. | These, pointed to as a proof that it is He Himself, must afford this proof 
by the traces of the crucifixion, namely, by the wounds of the nails in the 
hands and feet (as to the nailing of the feet, see on Matt: xxvii. 35). Comp. 
John xx. 20.* According to Paulus and de Wette, Jesus pointed to His 
hands and feet as the uncovered parts, in order to oppose the notion of a 
spirit. In this way aird¢ éy4 would have to be understood of the reality, 
not of the identity of His appearance. But the hands and the feet were seen 
even without special pointing to them ; the latter presupposes a character- 
istic to be recognized by closer inspection. Even this characteristic, how- 
ever, could not prove the reality (since it might appear as well in a ¢dvracua 
or eldwAov), but probably the identity though apart from the reality, for 
which latter the conviction was to be added by means of towch. — 671] is in 
both cases : that. [See Note CLXXX., p. 591.]? 

Vy. 41-48. “Ev:] in the sense of still; see Schneider, ad Plat. Rep. 
p. 449 C. — ard tie yapac] on account of the (presently experienced by them, 
comp. xxii. 45 ; Acts xii. 14; Matt. xiii. 44) joy. That a great and happy 
surprise keeps back and delays the full conviction of the truth of the happy 
event itself, is a matter of psychological experience.* — eirev abtoic éyere 
K.T.A.] mpd¢e mAciova riotw Kal BeBatorépav anddetEw tov py doKelv ddopu., *‘ For 
greater faith and firmer demonstration of not being an apparition,” Euthy- 
mius Zigabenus. —xai ard perico. xypiov] and (some) of a bee's honeyeomb 
( faous). pedsociov is added as a distinction from any other kind of honey, 
The word, however, does not elsewhere occur, but pedicoaioc (Nicander, Zh. 


1 Without reason Schleiermacher says of the same thing, and it is only opposed to 


these wounds: ‘‘ they may have been two or 
Sour” (p. 447). He has indeed taken up a 
position of great indifference about the 
question whether Jesus was actually or 
only apparently dead (in respect of which 
he sophistically misuses Acts ii. 27) ; but still 
a merely apparent death does not come to 


the (true) view of the resurrection that the 
disciples took internal for external phenom- 
ena. See especially p. 471. 

2 On cdpka x, ooréa ovK éxer, Comp. Hom. 
Od. xi. 219. 

3 Liv. xxxix. 49: Vim sibimet ipst prae nec 
opinato gaudio credentes. 
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611); 1 Sam. xiv. 27: kypiov tov péduroc. On diddévac x6, comp. xx. 10. — 
Ver. 43. é¢ayev] in respect of which what had already gone before (vv. 89, 
40) must keep at a distance the idea of a merely apparent eating, such as is 
attributed to angels, Tob. xii. 19 (comp. Gen. xviii. 8, xix. 3). Comp. 
Acts x. 41. 

Ver. 44. Hirev dé airoic] after the eating ; a continuation of the same 
scene. According to the simple narrative, it is altogether unwarrantable to 
place an interval between these two passages.’ [See Note CLXXXL., 
p. 591.] No impartial reader could do this, and how easy would it have 
been for Luke to give a hint to that effect !— otro: oi Adyou x.7.2.] these 
(namely, that I—as ye have now convinced yourselves—after my sufferings 
and death have actually arisen) are the words (in their realization, namely) 
which I spoke to you while Iwas yet with you, to wit, that all things must be 
Suljilled, ete. (the substance of the Adyor). [See Note CLXXXIL., p. 591.] 
Jesus assuredly often actually said this to them, according to the substance 
generally.? —érz dv ody tu.| for by death He was separated from them, and 
the earlier association with them was not, moreover, now again after the 
resurrection restored.* — év 76 véum M. k. mpod. k. Waruoic] certainly contains 
in itself that which is essential of the Jewish tripartite division of the 
Canon into law (IW), prophets (D833), and Hagiographa (D34ND). Under 
the daw was reckoned merely the Pentateuch ; under the prophets, Joshua, 
Judges, 1st and 2d Samuel, 1st and 2d Kings (DWN DI), and the 
prophets properly so called, except Daniel (D°317N8 0°23); under the 
Hagiographa, all the rest of the canonical Scriptures, including Daniel, 
Esther, Ezra and Nehemiah (the two reckoned together as one book), and 


Chronicles.¢ 


1 But to say, with Ebrard, p. 596, that the 
passage vy. 4449 depicts in general the 
whole of the teaching communicated to the disci- 
ples by Christ after His resurrection, is just 
as marvellous a despairing clutch of har- 
monistics. So also older harmonists, and 
even Grotius. Wieseler, in the Chronol: 
Synopse, p. 423 f., like Bengel and others, 
places between ver. 43 and ver. 44 the forty 
days, after the lapse of which ver. 44 ff. is 
spoken on the day of the ascension. But 
his proof depends on the presupposition that 
in the Gospel and in Acts i. Luke must 
needs follow the same tradition in respect 
of the time of the ascension. The separa- 
tion of ver. 44 from what precedes ought 
not only to have been prevented by the use 
of the 6¢ (comp. on ver. 50), but also by the 
use of the otro, referring as it does to what 
goes before. Lange, Z. J. Il. 3, p. 1679, 
represents ver. 45, beginning with tore 617- 
voifev «,T.A., aS denoting the forty days’ 
ministry of Jesus begun on that evening; 
for he maintains that the unfolding of the 
knowledge did not occur in a moment. But 
why not? Atleast there needed no longer 


Yet, according to the use of zpogyr. and pady. elséwhere 


time for that purpose than for the instruc- 
tions of ver. 27. Rightly, Hofmann, Schrift- 
bew. II. 2, p. 5, declares himself opposed to 
separations of that kind ; nevertheless, he 
afterwards comes back toa similar arbi- 
trary interpolation of the forty days in vy. 
45-49. If the place for the forty days has 
first been found here, there is indeed suffi- 
cient room to place the direction of ver. 
49, kadioare év rH woAet «.7.A., first after the 
return of the disciples from Galilee, as 
Lange does; but Luke does not, since he 
here absolutely excludes a withdrawal on 
their part to Galilee. Ewald rightly recog- 
nizes (Gesch. des Apost. Zeitalt. p. 98) that 
Luke limits all appearances of the Risen One 
to the resurrection Sunday. So also, im- 
partially, Bleek, Holtzmann. 

2 Comp. xviii. 31 f., xxii. 87; Matt. xxvi. 
56, and elsewhere. 

3 Grotius well says: ‘‘nam tune tantum 
kar’ otkovouiay illis aderat,” ‘“‘for now He 
was only present with them kar’ oixovopiav.”” 

4See Bava Bathraf. xiv. 2; Lightfoot, 
p. 900. 
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(comp. xx. 42) from the mouth of Jesus, it is not to be assumed that He by 
these two designations intended to express that definite literary historical 
extent of the 0°83], and the whole of the Hagiographa. He means the 
prophets proper who have prophesied of Him (ver. 25), from whom He cer- 
tainly, moreover, did not think Daniel excluded (Matt. xxiv. 15); and by 
paru., the actual Psalms in the accustomed sense as that portion of the Seript- 
ure in which, besides the law and the prophets, the Messianic prophecy is 
chiefly deposited. Moreover, observe the non-repetition of the article before 
mpod. and radu., whereby the three portions appear in their connection as 
constituting one whole of prophecy. 

Vv. 46, 47. Kai obtwe édec being deleted (see the critical remarks), the 
passage reads : for thus it is written that the Messiah should suffer and rise 
again, etc., and that there should be announced, etc. By means of 67 Jesus 
adds the circumstance in the way of motive, on account of which He opened 
their votic, etc. [see Note CLXXXIL., p. 591] ; ci7w, however, has its refer- 
ence in these instructions just given : im the manner, in such a way as I have 
just introduced you into the understanding of the Scripture. What follows, 
being conceived under the form of doctrinal positions (‘+ the Messiah suffers,” 
etc.) as far as the end of ver. 47, is then the Messianic summary of Old 
Testament prophecy. — éx? 1 dvépu. aitov] on the foundation of His name—on 
the confession of this name, to wit, by which the whole evangelic agency is 
supported—depends the announcement of repentance and forgiveness, as far 
as concerns their specific purpose and their characteristic nature. Comp. 
Acts, li. 16, iv. 17 f., v. 28, 40. — dp&dyuevov] for which Erasmus and Mark- 
land conjectured dpfapévur,’ is the impersonal accusative neuter : incipiendo, 
‘*hbeginning” (Herodotus, iii. 91, and thereon Schweighiiuser), ¢.¢., so that 7 
(the office of the kypuydjvac) begins, 1. e., from Jerusalem (Ast, Lex. Plat. 1. 
p. 288). — azd ‘Iepovc.] as the metropolis of the whole theocracy. Comp. 
Isa. 11. 8, xl. 9, and elsewhere ; Actsi. 8 ; Rom. xv. 19. —eél¢ rdvta ra é9i7] 
among all nations, Matt. xxviii. 19. 

Ver. 48. ’Eore] indicative. — robrwr] is arbitrarily referred only to the suf- 
ferings and the resurrection (so also Kuinoel and de Wette). It must be- 
long to all the three points previously mentioned. Hence: ‘‘ But it is your 
business to testify that according to the prophecies of Scripture the Messiah 
actually suffered, and is risen again, and repentance and forgiveness are an- 
nounced on the ground of His name,” ete. Of the former two points the 
apostles were eye-witnesses ; of the last, they were themselves the first exec- 
utors, and could therefore in their office testify of their experience that ac- 
cording to the prophecies of Scripture is announced, etc. 

Ver. 49. Encouragement to this calling of bearing witness by assurance 
of the sending of the Spirit, and they were not to leave Jerusalem until after 
they had received this mission. Comp. Actsi. 4. They were therefore soon 
to receive it, and not before their reception of it to enter upon their calling. 


1 As D actually reads. Other attempts at p. 591.] 
improvement : dpéapevyv, apEduevos. In re- 2 See Winer, p. 550 [E. T. 624]; Borne- 
spect of ap&dmevor, followed by Ewald, see mann, Schol. in loc. Comp. Buttmann, 
the critical remarks. [See Note CLXXXIII., Neutest. Gr. p. 821 [E. T. 874 f.]. 
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— éyo] it is Twho send. The present of the near and certain future. More- 
over, this assurance has as its presupposition the approaching ascension. 
Comp. John vii. 39, xvi. 7, 18-15 ; Acts ii. 38. — xaicare x.7.2.] In respect 
of the difference of the evangelical traditions about the place of sojourn of 
the risen Lord and His disciples, see on Matt. xxviii. 10. On xavier, to 
remain, to abide in peace, comp. Acts xviii. 11. — Jesus characterizes the gifts 
of the Holy Ghost by the expression ry érayyediav tov ratpéc ov (Acts i. 4), 
so far as God promised the bestowal thereof by prophetic prediction.’ The pour- 
ing out of the Spirit is the realization cf the promise of the Father. — éwe ob 
évdbanote Sivau &&€ trpove| till ye have been endued with (definitely ; hence 
without av) power from on high (vim coelitus suppeditatam, ‘‘ power sup- 
plied from heaven”), to wit (comp. Acts i. 8), by the Holy Spirit. The power 
is distinct from the Spirit Himself, i. 85. The metaphoric use of évdtecdar 
and other verbs of clothing, to denote spiritual relations into which man is 
translated or translates himself,? is not a Hebraism, but is also frequently 
found in the classical writers.’ — é£ iove] comp. Eph. iv. 8. 

Ver. 50. "E&#yaye x.7.4.] namely, from Jerusalem (vv. 38, 49), and that 
after the scene just related (vv. 86-49). Observe in respect of this—(1) that 
this ég#y. «.7.2. does not agree with Acts x. 40, 41, because Jesus had openly 
showed Himself. (2) The immediate linking on by dé, and therein the absence 
of any other specification of time, excludes (compare also the similar circum- 
stance in Mark xvi. 19, 20) decisively the forty days, and makes the ascen- 
sion appear as if it had occurred on the day of the resurrection.4 The usual 
naive assumption is nothing else than an arbitrary attempt at harmonizing: 


ov TéTe GAM év TH TecoapaKkooTh nuépa peta THY avdoTracw Ta yap év TO pécw Tapé- 
Spauev 6 evayyedorgc, ‘‘ not then but on the fortieth day after the resurrection ; 
for the evangelists passed over what intervened,” EKuthymius Zigabenus.° 
Luke himself could neither wish to leave the reader to guess this, nor could 
the reader guess it. [See Note CLXXXIYV., p. 591 seq.] That Luke also in 
other places goes on with dé without any definite connection (in discourses : 
xvi. 1, xvii. 1, xviii. 1, xx. 41; in events: xx. 27, 41, 45, xxi. 1; de Wette, 
comp. Ebrard) in such an extension as this (according tode Wette, he forgot 
in ver. 50 to specify the late date), is an entirely erroneous supposition. There 
remains nothing else than the exegetic result—that a twofold tradition had 
grown up—to wit—(1) that Jesus, even on the day of the resurrection, ascended 
into heaven (Mark xvi., Luke in the Gospel) ; and (2) that after His resur- 


2Comp. also Rom. xiii. 14; Gal. ili. 27; 
Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 12. 

3 See Kypke, I. p. 845.. Comp. 1 Mace. i. 
28; Ecclus. xxvii. 8; Zest. XII. Patr. p. 587. 


1The discrepancy, apparent indeed, 
though too much insisted on by Strauss, IL. 
p. 645 ff.. between the passage before us 
and John xx. 22 f. is perfectly explained 


when it is observed that in this passage the 
communication of the Spirit az’ eéoxiy, 
which was the substance of the prophetic 
promise, is meant, and that this which was 
to follow at Pentecost does not exclude an 
earlier and preliminary communication. 
Joel iii. 1,2; Isa. xliv. 1 ff.; Hzek. xxxvi. 
Q7, xxxix. 29. Comp. Acts ii. 16 ff.; and on 
Eph. i. 13; Gal. iii. 14. 


So the Latin induere, Liv. iii. 33; Quint. i. 
1, and elsewhere; and the Hebrew v2, 
Judg. vi. 84; 1 Chron. xii. 18. 

4Comp. Zeller, Apostelgesch. p. 77 f.; 
Schleiermacher, Z. J. p. 463. 

5 Comp. Theophylact, Kuinoel, Ebrard, 
and many others, including Gebhardt, 
Auferst. Chr, p. 51 f. 
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rection He abode still for a series of days (according to the Acts of the 
Apostles, forty days) upon the earth (Matthew, John). Luke in the Gospel 
followed the former tradition, but in the Acts the latter. Hence we may in- 
fer in regard to the latter account, either that he did not learn it until after 
the compiling of his Gospel, or, which is more probable, that he adopted it 
as the correct account. As to the variation in the traditions regarding the 
locality of the appearances of date risen Lord, see on Matt. xxviii. 10. — &o] 
with verbs compounded with é«.1— éw¢ sic Byd.] as far as to Bethany, not 
necessarily into the village ang but (comp. Matt. xxi. 1) as far as to 
the part of the Mount of Olives where it enters into Bethany. [See critical 
note, and Note CLXXXYV., p. 592.] Comp. Acts i. 12. — érdpac r. yeipac| the 
gesture of blessing, Lev. ix. 22. 

Ver. 51. ’Ey 6 evdoy.] therefore still during the blessing,—not immedi- 
ately after, but actually engaged in the discourse and attitude of blessing on 
parting from them. According to the usual reading: d:éory am’ aitév x. 
avegép. He separated Himseif from them, and (more specific 
statement of this separation) was taken up into heaven. The passive voice 
does not require us to assume that there were any agents to carry Him up (ac- 
cording to de Wette, probably angels or a cloud). The imperfectis pictorial. 
Luke thinks of the ascension as a visible incident, which he has more fully 
represented at Acts i. According to Paulus, indeed, xk. avegép. ei¢ 7. obp. 18 
held to be only an inference! Moreover, if the words k. dvedgép. ei¢ 7. obp. arc 
not genuine (see the critical remarks), then the ascension is certainly meant 
even by the mere diéa7y am’ awitbv ; but here it is not yet definitely indicated, 
which indication, together with the detailed description, Luke reserves for 
the beginning of his second book,—till then, that dvéory am’ avrav was suf- 
ficient, —the matter of fact of which-was already incidentally mentioned at 
ix. 51, and was elsewhere familiar.’ 


el¢ T. ovpar., 


Remark. [See Note CLXXXVLI., p. 592 seq.] — On the subject of the ascension? 
the following considerations are to be noted :—(1) Considered in general, it is 
incontestably established as an actual fact by means of the testimony of the New 
Testament.4 For, besides that in the passage before us it is historically 
narrated (comp. with Acts i. and Mark xyi.), it is also expressly predicted by 


1See Lobeck, ad Aj. p. 334, ad Phryn. 
p- 10; Bornemann, Schol. p. 166. 

2 On dvéoTn, secessit, comp. Hom. J. xii. 86, 
xvi. 470; Valckenaer, Schol. in loc. 

3 Heaven is not herein to be taken in the 
sense of the omnipresence of the courts of 
God, as the old Lutheran orthodoxy, in the 
interest of the doctrine of Christ’s ubiquity, 
would have it (thus also Thomasius, Christi 
Pers.u. Werk, IL. p. 282 ff.), or of the unex- 
tended ground of life which bears the entire 
expanse of space (Schoeberlen, Grund. d. 
Teils, p. 67), but locally, of the dwelling-place 
of the glory of God; see on Matt. vi. 9; Mark 
xvi. 18; Acts fii, 21. Erroneously, likewise 
in the sense of ubiquity, says Gess, Pers. 
Chr. p. 265: ““ Where Jesus, according to 


His divinity, chooses to be essentially pres- 
ent, there He will also be according to Iis 
human corporediity.”” No; according to the 
New Testament view, it must mean: He 
there effectuates this His presence by the Holy 
Spirit in whom He communicates Himself. 
See, especially, John xiv.-xvi.; Rom. viii. 
9,10. A becoming bodily present is a mar- 
vellous exception, as in the case of Paul’s 
conversion, see on Acts ix. 8. Calvin, Jnst. 
IL. 16, rightly designates the being of Christ 
in heaven as a corporalis absentia, “* bodily 
absence,” from the earth. 

4 Against the denial of the capability of 
historical testimony to prove the actuality 
of miracles in general, see, especially, 
Rothe, zur Dogmat. p. 84 ff. 
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Jesus Himself, John xx. 17 (comp. as early as the suggestion in vi. 62) ; it is 
expressly mentioned by the apostles as having happened! ; and it forms—and 
that, too, as a bodily exaitation into heaven to the throne of the glory of God— 
the necessary historical presupposition of the whole preaching of the Parousia 
(which is a real and bodily return) as of the resuscitation of the dead and trans- 
formation of the living (which changes have their necessary condition in the 
glorified body of Him who is to accomplish them, viz. Christ, 1 Cor. xy. 5 ff., 
8, 16, 22, 23 ; Phil. iii, 20, 21, and elsewhere). (2) But the idea of a visibly, yea, 
sensibly glorious event must the rather be considered as an addition of subse- 
quent tradition which grew up as a reflection of the idea of the Parousia, Acts 
i. 11, since only Luke, and that certainly merely in the Acts (Mark not at all, 
xvi. 18), expressly relates an event of that kind; but the first and fourth evan- 
gelists, although John had been an eye-witness, are wholly silent on the sub- 
ject (including John vi. 62), which they hardly either morally could have been 
or historically would have ventured to be, since’such a highest and final exter- 
nal glorification would have incontrovertibly made good, even from a literary 
point of view, the forcible impression which that event would have necessarily 
produced upon the faithful, and would have just as naturally and incontrovert- 
ibly put forward this most splendid Messianic oyueiov as the worthiest and most 
glorious copestone—the return to heaven corresponding to the heavenly origin. 
The reasons by which it has been sought to explain and justify their silence? 
are nothing more than forced, feeble, and even psychologically untenable eva- 
sions. [See Note CLXXXVIL., p. 593.] Comp. Strauss, Il. p. 657 f. (3) The 
body of the risen Lord was not yet in the state of glorification (Qt has flesh and 
bones, still bears the scars of the wounds, is touched, breathes, eats, speaks, 
walks, etc., in opposition to Theophylact, Augustine,* Krabbe, Ewald, Thom- 
asius, Keim, and the old dogmatic writers) ; but, moreover, no longer of the 
same constitution as before the resurrection (Schleiermacher), but, as Origen 
already perceived, in a condition standing midway between + mundane cor- 
poreality and supramundane glorification—and immortal (Rom. vi. 9, 10). 
Although, on account of the want of any analogy within our experience, such 
a condition of necessity does not admit of a more exact representation, yet still 
it explains in general] the sort of estrangement between the risen Lord and His 
disciples,—the partial doubt of the latter as to His identity, His not being 
hindered by the crucifixion wounds, His marvellous appearance and disappear- 
ance, and the like ; moreover, by the consideration that Jesus rose again ina 
changed bodily constitution, the physiological scruples which have been raised 
against His rising from not merely apparent death are removed. The actual 
glorification whereby His body became the céyua rvevuatixdy (1 Cor. xv. 45-47), 


1 Acts ii. 82, 88, iil. 21; 1 Pet. iii. 22+ Col. 
iii. 1 ff.; Eph. ii. 6,iv.10. Comp. Acts vii. 
56; 1 Tim. iii. 16; Heb. ix. 24. 

2 Seee.g., in Flatt’s Magaz. VIII. p. 67; Ols- 
hausen; Krabbe, p. 53% f.; Hug, Gutacht. 
Tl. p. 254 ff.; Ebrard, p. 602; Lange, I. 
p. 1762 ff. 

3 ‘* Claritas in Christi corpore, cum resur- 
rexit, ab oculis discipulorum potius abscon- 
dita fuisse, quam defuisse credenda est,” 
“Ttisto be believed that the splendor of the 
body of Christ, after He had risen, was con- 


cealed from the eyes of the disciples rather 
than that it was lacking,’ Augustine, De civ. 
Dei, xxii. 9. 

*#Comp. Martensen’s Dogmat. § 172; 
Schmid, B21. Theol. I. p. 118; Hasse, Leben 
d. verklart. Erids. p. 118, who, however, 
mingling truth and error, represents the 
resurrection body of Christ already as copa 
mvevpatixkov (‘‘a confiuence of spirit and 
body,” p. 123). More accurately, Taute, 
Religionsphilosophie, 1852, Il. 1, p. 340 ff. 
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the caua the d6En¢ wbrov (Phil. iii. 21), first began in the moment of the ascen- 
sion, when His body was transformed into the spiritual body, as they who are 
still living at the time of the Parousia shall be transformed (1 Cor. xv. 51, 52), 
still with this difference, that the body of the latter up to that moment is still 
mortal (1 Cor. xy. 53), whereas the body of Christ, even from the time of the 
resurrection, was immortal; hence also an appeal to the marvellous healing 
power of Jesus, which wa’ powerfully exercised on Himself (Hase, L. J. § 118), 
is here insufficient andinapplicable. The perfecting of this glorification of the 
body of Christ is not to be regarded as a matter to be perceived by the senses, 
since in general a glorified bodily organ does not fall into the category of things 
perceptible by human sense. The same is the case with the taking up of the 
glorified Christ into heaven, which, according to the analogy of Luke xxiv. 31, 
is perhaps conceivable in the form of a vanishing. (4) Of the two traditions 
which had grown up in regard to the time of the ascension (see on ver. 50), in 
any case the one bearing that after His resurrection Jesus still abode on earth 
for a series of days, is decidedly to be preferred to the other, that even as early 
as the day of resurrection He also ascended. And this preference is to be given 
on the preponderating authority of John, with which is associated also Paul, by 
his account of the appearances of the risen Lord, 1 Cor. xv. 5-7,! and the notices 
of Acts x. 41, xiii. 31.2 Still there must remain a doubt therein whether the 
definite specification of forty days does not owe its origin to tradition, which 
fixed the approximate time (comp. Acts xiii. 31) at this sacred number. The 
remarkable testimony of Barnabas, Hp. 15 (dyouev tiv yuépav tiv oyddyv ei¢ evdpo- 
civap, év 7 Kat 6’Inoobe avéotn éx vexpov Kad davepwleic avéBn ei¢ Tove odpavodc),? in 
no way agrees with the forty days.4 (5) If the appearances of the risen Lord 
are transferred as products of the imaginative faculty into the subjective region 
(Strauss, Holsten, and others), or if, in spite of the unanimous attestation of 
the third day as being that on which they first began, they are viewed as spirit- 
ual visions of the glorified One in the deepest excitement of aspiration and 
prayer (Ewald, Gesch. d. Apost. Zeilalt. p. 68 ff.) ; then, on the one hand, instead 
of the resurrection, in the sense of the New Testament, as an historical start- 
ing-point, there remains only the personal continuance of the exalted One 


1 Although at 1 Cor. xy. it is not possible 
definitely to recognize whether all the ap- 
pearances, which are specified before ver. 
8, occurred before or after the ascension. 
Very little to the point, moreover, does 
Strauss (Christus des Glaubens, p. 172) lay 
stress on the fact that Paul knows nothing 
of “touching and euting proofs.’ These, 
indeed, did not at all belong to the purpose 
and connection of his representation, as 
little as in the Acts at the narrative of the 
conyersion of Paul “ broiled fish and honey- 
comb’’ could find a place. 

2 But to seek to make out an agreement 
between the narrative of Luke about the 
appearances of the risen Lord with that 
of Paul (see e.g. Holtzmann) can in no way 
be successful. 

3 [“ We celebrate with joy the eighth day, 
on which Jesus both rose from the dead 
and having manifested Himself ascended 


into the heavens.”’] 

4Tt may be supposed, with Weisse, that 
the ascension was here placed on the resur- 
rection Sunday, or, with Ebrard, Lange, and 
many others, that it was generally placed 
ona Sunday. In respect of the latter sup- 
position, indeed, the number forty has 
been given up, and it has been taken as a 
round number and increased to forty-two. 
But if, with Dressel, Patv. Ap. p. 86, a point 
be put after vexpov, and what follows be 
taken as an independent clause, this isa 
very unfortunate evasion, by means of 
which kai davepwOcis «.7.A. is withdrawn 
from all connection, and is placed in the 
air. Not better is Gebhardt’s notion, 
Auferst. Chr. p. 52, that Barnabas, in men- 
tioning also the ascension, did not intend 
to make specification of date at all for it. 
{See Note CLXXXVIIL, p. 593.] 
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(Schenkel) ; and, on the other hand, the ascension does not appear as an ob- 
jective fact, but just as nothing more than the end of that powerful excite- 
ment, and this must carry with it the conclusion that from him to whom He 
in such wise appeared, the glorified One vanished again tranquilly into His 
everlasting glorification with God (Ewald, l.c. p. 95 ff.). Every spiritualizing 
of those appearances into internal experiences, ‘‘ into glorifications of the image 
of His character in the hearts of His faithful people’’ (Schenkel), and the like, 
must convert a strange, widespread fanaticism into the fruitful mother of the 
mighty apostolic work, and into the foundation of the ecclesiastical edifice, 
but must regard the Gospel narratives on the matter as products and repre- 
sentations of self-deceptions, or as a kind of ghost stories,—a view which the 
narratives of the Apostle John in reference thereto most decisively forbid. 
Comp. on Matt., Remark after xxviii. 10. This, withal, is opposed to the gen- 
eralization of the concrete appearances into continued influences of the Lord, 
who still lived, and of His Spirit (Weizsicker), in which for the ascension, as 
such, there is left nothing historical. Weisse’s view, moreover, is absolutely 
irreconcilable with the New Testament narratives, identifying as it does the as- 
cension with the resurrection, so that, according to apostolic view, the fact was 
no going forth of the body from the grave, but the taking up of the soul (with 
a spiritual corporeality) out of Hades into heaven, whence the exalted One 
announced Himself in visions.! To make out of the ascension absolutely the 
actual death which Jesus, being awakened from apparent death, soon after 
died (Paulus), could only be attained at the height of naturalistic outrage on 
the New Testament, but is not avoided also by Schleiermacher in his wavering 
expressions. The mythical construction out of Old Testament recollections 
(Strauss), and the directly hostile crumbling and destruction of the Gospel 
narratives (Bruno Bauer), amount to subjective assumptions contradictory of 
history ; whilst, on the other hand, the revival of the Socinian opinion of a 
repeated ascension ® depended on erroneous interpretations of single passages 
(especially John xx. 17). Finally, the abandoning of all attempts historically 
to ascertain the fact (de Wette on ver. 53) does justice neither to the accounts 
and intimations of the New Testament itself, nor to the demands which 
science must make on the ground of those intimations. 


Ver. 52. Kal airoi] and they on their part, after the Lord was. separated 
from them (and was taken up into heaven). To the dvedgépero eic r. ovp. cor- 
responds in this place the equally suspicious zpockvy. airdv (see the critical 
remarks on ver. 51 f.), which is referred to Him who was exalted to heav- 
enly dominion. — pera yapac peydA.| at this final blessed perfecting of their 


Lord Himself (John xiv. 28), aud at the blessing which they had just re- 


1See also Weisse, Hvangelienfrage, p. 272 
ff.; Gebhardt, Auferst Chr. p. 72. 

2Kinkel in the Stud. u. Avit. 1841, p. 597 
ff. Comp. moreover, Taute, Peligionsphil- 
osophie, II. 1, p. 380 ff., according to whom 
the resurrection of Christis said to have 
been His first descent out of the intelligible 
region of the existence of all things, but 
the ascension His last resurrection appear- 
ance, so that resurrection and ascension 


are so related to one another as special 
epoch-making appearances of the Lord 
before the brethren after His death. With 
such extravagant imaginations of histori- 
cal details of faith is the philosophy of Her- 
bart, even against its will, driven forth far 
beyond the characteristic limits which by 
Tlerbart himself are clearly and definitely 
laid down, 
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ceived from Him. ‘‘Praecludia Pentecostes,” ‘‘ The prelude of Pentecost,” 
Bengel. ‘‘Corpus suum intulit coelo, majestatem suam non abstulit mundo,” 
‘He carried His body into heaven, He did not carry away His majesty from 
earth,” Augustine. 

Ver. 58. Kal joav 01d ravric év 76 lepe] Kata Tove Katpode OnAovert TOY ovvakewr, 
dre eivar év abrH é&qv, ‘‘ namely, at the seasons of assembly, when it was allow- 
able to be in it,” Euthymius Zigabenus. The popular expression did ravrdé¢ 
is not to be pressed (comp. ii. 87), hence it does not exclude the coming 
together in another locality (Acts i. 13, ii. 44) (in opposition to Strauss).* 
Moreover, after the pouring forth of the Spirit, they continued as pious 
Israelites daily in the temple, Acts ii. 46, iii. 1. [On the correct form of 
the verse, see critical note. | 


Notes spy AMERICAN EpItTor. 


CLXXVI. Ver. 10. joav dé. . . Kat ai Aovrat x.7.A. 


The correct reading, as Meyer indicates, divides the women into two parties. 
This serves to confirm the theory that they were in two parties when they 
came to the sepulchre, and that the Evangelists speak of two visits, besides 
the separate appearance to Mary Magdalene; see Inter. Rey. Com. Luke, 
p. 302. 

CLXXVIL. Ver. 17. .xat goraSjoav oxvd pwrol. 


The above reading, which Meyer does not notice, is abundantly attested (see 
critical note), and, as the more difficult one, is to be accepted. The question 
breaks off at wepitarovvrec, and the abrupt statement: ‘‘ And they stood still, 
looking sad” (R. V.), corresponds with the sudden halt as they walked. 


CLXXYVIIT. Ver. 18. ob pévog maporkeic k.T.2. 


The view of Meyer would be best expressed thus in English : ‘‘ Art thou the 
only one sojourning in Jerusalem and not knowing,’’ etc, The R. V. text is 
indefinite, and the margin is not so goog an interpretation as that of Meyer. 
The A, VY, is obviously inexact. 


CLXXIX. Vv. 31-35. The Recognition at Emmaus. 


Weiss ed. Mey. properly lays more stress than Meyer upon the external aids 
to recognition on the part of the disciples, without denying the ‘divine causa- 
tion.” The invitation to remain was not, he thinks, merely a matter of deco- 
rum, but was called forth by our Lord, that it might be a token of their desire 
for further intercourse. There must have been many things to aid the recog- 
nition when once their eyes were opened. Weiss admits a sudden remarkable 
disappearance, but finds no evidence of a ‘‘ withdrawal effected through divine 
agency.’ Yet it must have been supernatural, probably through Christ’s own 
agency. Weiss, with good reason, renders : év rq KAdoe, ‘in the breaking,”’ 
since the recognition took place during this act and was in some proper sense 
causally connected with it. 


1 Comp. Lechler, Apost. u. Nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 281. 
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CLXXX. Ver. 39: 67 rvevua K.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. renders 67s in this clause ‘“‘because” (so R. V. ‘‘for’’). 
Meyer’s view is forced. 


CLXXXI. Vy. 44-49. Time of these Sayings. 


That Luke in his Gospel follows a tradition which placed the Ascension on 
the day of the Resurrection (Meyer) seems altogether improbable (see Note 
CLXXXIV., below). But there is an obvious difficulty in determining where the 
interval of forty days (Actsi. 3) should be inserted. Ver. 44 seems to be directly 
connected with ver. 43 (on the day of the Resurrection), and ver. 49 is not only 
directly connected with the Ascension, but forbids a departure from Jerusalem. 
Nor is there in vv. 45-48 any indication of a change of scene, though rére in 
ver. 45 may refer to a period of instruction following the discourse on the even- 
ing of the Resurrection day. Certainly Acts i. 3 asserts a course of instruction. 
We may regard vv. 45-49 as a summary of this teaching, or insert the forty days 
between vy. 44, 45. Hither seems to inyolve less exegetical difficulty than the 
separation of vv. 43, 44 or vv. 49, 50. Any view, even that which, according 
to Meyer, is ‘‘a despairing clutch of harmonistics,” seems more credible than 
one which implies that Luke attempted to write the history of our Lord with- 
out knowing that He did not ascend to heaven on the day of the Resurrection. 


CLXXXII. Ver. 44. obror of Adyou K.7.2. 


Weiss ed. Mey. suggests that this phrase ‘‘ can point forward to the follow- 
ing expositions of Scripture (ver. 45): When I said to you that the Scripture 
must be fulfilled, I meant as follows.’’ In ver. 46 he properly takes or: as reci- 
tative (so R. V.), not as introducing a motive (Meyer). 


CLXXXIII. Vv. 47, 48. ap&dpevor ard ‘Ispovcadju. tyeic éote K.7.7. 


The correct text is difficult to determine ; the better attested readings are 
given above, though éore is wanting in Band D. The harsh anacoluthon in apgdaye- 
vot leads some to join that clause with ver. 48 (so R. V. marg.), but if éore is 
wanting this is impossible. If dpcaRvor is joined with what precedes, the nom- 
inative refers to the persons who should preach (namely, ieic), indicated in the 
next clause. 


CLXXXIV. Ver. 50. The Time of the Ascension. 


Weiss ed. Mey. fails tosee why ver. 50 ‘‘does not agree with Acts x. 40, 
41,” and omits Meyer’s statement under (I). Meyer's assumption, that Luke 
here follows a tradition which placed the Ascension on the day of the Resurrec- 
tion, he regards as less credible than the usual view indicated by Euthymius 
Zigabenus. Luke, reserving the particulars of the Ascension for his second 
treatise, connects a hint of it with what precedes, without any definite specifi- 
cation of time (as he frequently does). 

But Meyer's view is altogether improbable. 1. Luke was with Paul shortly 
after the latter wrote First Corinthians (Acts xx. 6), 2. In that Epistle the 
Apostle shows his knowledge of an interval between the Resurrection and the 
Ascension (1 Cor. xv. 5-7). 3. It is psychologically impossible that Paul did 
not inform Luke on this point (comp. Acts xiii. 31), 4. If Luke investigated 
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his subject he must have discovered the facts before he wrote the Gospel and 
not afterwards. 5. Luke frequently passes on with one topic, irrespective of 
direct chronological sequence, and then resumes; comp. i. 80; ili. 18-20, 
which speaks of John’s imprisonment, while ver. 21 reverts to the baptism of 
Jesus ; iv. 44, which is a very marked instance, if the reading “Iovdaiac be ac- 
cepted ; xxii, 18, 19, where the expression of desire suggests the account of the 
institution, other topics being reserved for subsequent narration (vv. 21-30) ; see 
the list of passages where dé is used without definite connection (p. 585), Even 
in the fuller account of the Ascension (Acts i. 4-11) Luke writes asif it occurred 
jin Jerusalem itself; only in ver. 12 does he locate it on ‘‘the Mount called 
Olivet.’’ 

It may be added that the late date assigned to the Gospel by Meyer makes 
his theory even more improbable. See also Meyer, Acts, p. 37, American 
edition. 

CLXXXY. Ver. 50. éw¢ xpd¢ Bytaviav. 


The correct reading (see critical note) is properly paraphrased in the R. V., 
‘until they were over against Bethany.” The apparent divergence from Acts 
i. 12 is thus removed. But Meyer is less strict than usual when he allows tke 
same sense to the Rec. reading (cic). , 


CLXXXVI. Ver. 51. The Ascension. 


Weiss ed. Mey. has discarded nearly one half of Meyer’s extended ‘‘ Remark” 
on the Ascension. He retains the parts numbered (1) and (5) respectively (the 
former asserting the fact of the Ascension, the latter objecting to the ‘‘ subjec- 
tive’ theories of the occurrence) ; but for the intervening matter (in which 
Meyer hints that the account in Acts i, 11 is an addition of later tradition, that 
the body of the Lord was not yet glorified, that the period of ‘‘ forty days” is 
also due to tradition), Weiss substitutes his own remarks (here given entire) : 

«The representation which is made of this fact [namely, the Ascension] will 
indeed vary according to the conception one has of the resurrection of Jesus 
and of the appearances of the Risen One. According to the biblical view the 
Resurrection is a proceeding from the grave in a glorified body, such as is alone 
qualified for the heavenly life. From this it follows that Jesus from His res- 
urrection onward has entered into the glory of the heavenly life (Luke xxiv. 
26, 44), and that too in a glorified body. His appearances to the disciples, so far 
as they bore a character appealing to the senses, were onueia (John xx. 30) Texpi- 
pra (Acts 1. 3), through which Jesus must assure them, who had known Him in 
earthly life, of the identity of His person and the corporeality (i.e., the reality) 
of His resurrection ; in fact, He appears to be no longer bound by the conditions 
of this earthly life (Luke xxiv. 31, 36, 51) and cannot be seen in His glorified 
body as such. These appearances, which still belong essentially to the close of 
His earthly labors, may be reckoned as still a part of the earthly life of Jesus, 
as He Himself (John xx. 17) represents Himself as still in the act of returning 
home ; as a matter of fact they are appearances of the Christ who has already 
entered upon the full divine glory and authority (comp. Matt. xxviii. 18), on 
which account they are also in no way distinguished by Paul from that which 
occurred to him (1 Cor. xv. 5-8), although the latter, as affecting one who had 
not known Jesus in the flesh, could assume another form. Certainly those ap- 
pearances must have had a definite close, at which Jesus said to His disciples 
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that He would no longer appear to them, that His earthly labors had en end ; 
since otherwise the discontinuance of further appearances must have remained 
unintelligible to them and have shaken their faith in His resurrection and ex- 
altation. Whether at that last separation He, through a sensible sign, as nar- 
rated in Actsi. 9, gave His disciples the assurance that He would henceforth be 
permanently removed into the heavenly life, and whether the time of these 
appearances continued precisely forty days (Acts i. 3), depends on the question 
of the historical character of that narrative, which has nothing to do with the 
question of the reality of the Ascension, i.e., of the exaltation into heaven of 
Him who had risen in a glorified body.’’ 

Meyer’s view, according to Weiss, seeks to unite antitheses which exclude 
each other, and ‘‘is opposed to the biblical representation of the Resurrection, 
namely, the transformation (1 Cor. xv. 52 ff.), with which this glorification is 
already of itself included.’’ Comp., against Meyer, the very candid article of 
Dr. T. D. Woolsey, Bibliotheca Sacra, Oct. 1882 (‘*The End of Luke’s Gospel 
and the Beginning of the Acts”). 


CLXXXVII. The Silence of Matthew and John. 


On the assumed difference between the Gospels in regard to the Ascension, 
growing out of the silence of Matthew and John, comp. Godet, Luke, pp. 
514-517, Am. ed. 


CLXXXVIII. The Testimony of the Epistle to Barnabas. 


The passage Meyer cites may either mean that the Ascension took place on 
the first day of the week, or more probably it joins the Resurrection and As- 
cension as one fact, the glorification beginning with the rising from the dead. 
This accords with the view of Weiss (see Note CLXXXVI., p. 592), who 
however, omits as irrelevant the citation and Meyer's argument connected with 
it. It is worth noticing here that Barnabas was with Paul at Antioch in Pi- 
sidia, when the latter, according to Acts xiii, 31, asserted publicly that Jesus 
““was seen for many days of them that came up with Him from Galilee to Je- 
rusalem, who are now His witnesses unto the people.’’ It is therefore improb- 
able that Barnabas (if, as is by no means likely, he wrote the Epistle bearing 
his name) could have placed the actual Ascension on the day of the Resurrec- 
tion. Moreover, the statement of Paul on that occasion seems to oppose di- 
rectly Meyer’s theory respecting a twofold tradition. 
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BN 


Abraham's bosom, 477 seq. 

Adam, 301 seq., 304. 

Advent of Christ, The, 419 seq., 423 
seq.; to judgment, 501 seq., 532 
seq. 

Angelic chorus, The, 274 seq., 288 
seq., 276 seq. 

Anna, the prophetess, 281. 

Annas, the high priest, 294, 302 seq. 

Anointing of Christ, 348 seq. 

Apostles, The twelve, 332 seq. ; re- 
ceive Christ’s final instructions, 585 
seq. 

Ascension. of Christ, The, 586 seq., 
592 seq. 


B 


Barabbas released, 564. 

Barnabas, Epistle of, 588 seq., 593. 

Beatitudes of Christ, The, 334 seq., 
341 seq. 

Benedictus, The, 252 seq., 260. 

Benevolence, Christian, 391 seq.; true, 
527. 

Bethany, 586, 592. 

Bethsaida, 366 seq., 377 seq. 

Blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, 
415 seq. 


C. 


Caiaphas, the high priest, 294. 

Census of Caesar Augustus, 264 seq., 
287 seq., 269 seq. 

Centurion of Capernaum, The, 344 
seq., 352 seq. 

Christ, Jesus, is born, 272 seq.; His 
day of birth, 273, 288; visited by 
the shepherds, 275 seq. ; is circum- 
cised, 277 ; presented in the temple, 
279, 283; living in Nazareth, 282 
seq., 289 seq.; among the Rabbis 
in the temple, 284 seq. ; avowing 
His Sonship, 285 seq., 289; His 
growth, 286 seq. ; baptized of John, 
297 seq.; begins His ministry, 298, 
303; His genealogy, 298 seq., 301 seq., 
303 seq. ; tempted of the devil, 306 


INDEX. 


seq.; begins His Galilean ministry, 
308 seq. ; expels an unclean spirit, 
313; cures Peter’s wife’s mother, 314; 
and the miraculous draught of fishes, 
318 seq., 323 seq. ; cleansing of the 
leper, 320, 324; healeth one sick 
with the palsy, 321 ; teaches in par- 
ables ; 322 seq., 357 seq. ; healeth 
on the Sabbath, 331 ; chooses the 
twelve Apostles, 332 seq. ; retires 
for prayer, 332 ; delivers the sermon 
on the mount, 333 seq., 340 seq. ; 
heals the centurion’s servant, 344 
seq., 352 seq.; raises the young 
man at Nain ; testifieth of the Bap- 
tist, 347 ; is anointed, 348 seq. ; re- 
bukes the wind and the sea, 360 ; 
expels the devils of Gadara, 360 
seq.; healeth a woman with a bloody 
issue, 361 ; raises Jairus’ daughter 
from the dead, 361 ; sends out His 
Apostles, 365 ; feeds the 5000, 366 
seq. ; foretelling His passion, 368 ; 
is transfigured, 369 seq. ; expels an 
unclean spirit, 370 seq.; teaches 
humility, 371 seq. ; journeys to 
Jerusalem, 372 seq., 378 seq.; sends 
out the Seventy, 382 seq., 395 ; His 
joy, 388 seq. ; teacheth the lawyer, 
389 seq.; at Bethany, 393 seq., 396 ; 
teaches how to pray, 399 seq. ; cast- 
ing out a dumb devil, 401 seq., 410 
seq. ; discourses against the Phari- 
sees, 404 seq., 411 seq., 413 seq. ; 
denounces hypocrisy, 414 seq. ; 
teaches God’s Providence, 418 ; 
foretells His passion, 423 seq. ; 
healeth an infirm woman, 430 seq. ; 
continuance of His journey, 431 
seq., 438 ; reproves Herod, 434 seq. ; 
bewails Jerusalem, 436 seq.; healsa 
man with dropsy, 441; heals the 
ten lepers, 488 seq.; journeys tow- 
ards Jerusalem, 488 seq. ; foretells 
the advent of the kingdom, 490 seq., 
531 seq.; also His own,493 seq.; en- 
joins prayer, 499 ; and the children, 
504 ; and the young ruler, 504 seq. ; 
heals the blind man at Jericho, 505, 
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507; in the house of Zacchaeus, 
509 seq. ; His triumphal entry into 
Jerusalem, 516 seq. ; lamentation 
over Jerusalem, 516 seq., 518; His 
authority, 520; His eschatological 
discourse, 528 seq., 534 seq. ; eating 
the Passover meal, 539 seq. ; insti- 
tutes the Lord’s Supper, 540 seq., 
556 5 predicts Peters denial, 545 
seq., 556; discourses as to the 
sword, 547 seq. ; prays in Gethsem- 
ane, 549 seq.; is betrayed by Judas, 
552; heals the servant's ear, 552 
seq.; is led before the high priest, 
5538 seq. ; is denied by Peter, 554 ; 
brought before the Sanhedrim, 554 
seq., 598 ; is mocked, 554, 557 seq.; 


brought before Pilate, 562, 569; sent 
to Herod, 562 seq., 569 ; condemned 
to be crucified, 564 ; addresses the 
women, 564 seq. 3; is erucified, 565 
seq. ; mocked on the cross, 566; His 
death, 568; and burial, 568 seq. ; 
His resurrection, 573 seq. ; appears 
unto the eleven, 581 seq. ; imparts 
His final instructions, 585 seq. ; His 
ascension, 586 seq., 592 seq. 
Christian prudence, 466 seq. 7 
Circumcision, ceremonies of, 250. 
Compassion to man, 338 seq. 
Confessing Christ, 368. 
Covetousness denounced, 415 seq. 
Crucifixion of Christ, The, 565. 
Cyrenius, governor of Syria, 265 seq., 
287 seq. 


EK. 


Elizabeth, 240 ; visited by Mary, 245 
seq. ; filled with the Holy Ghost, 
246 ; blesses Mary, 246. 

Emmaus, The disciples at, 575 seq., 
590. 

Eschatological discourse of Christ, 
The, 528 seq., 534. 

Excuses, vain, 444 seq. 


1 


Faith and salvation, 352 ; and forgive- 
ness, 486 seq.; its power, 487, 

Fellowship with Christ, 446. 

Fidelity rewarded, 471 seq. 

Foot-washing, 351, 544. 

Forbearance of God, The, 429 seq. 

Forgiveness and love, 351 seq., 486 
seq. 

Friends, how secured, 468 seq. 


G. 


Gabriel, 238 ; sent to Mary, 240 seq. 
Gethsemane’s prayer, 549 seq.; and 
agony, 551, 


INDEX. 


Golgotha, 565. 

Gospel, The, its proclamation, 385 ; 
its effects, 423 seq.; its preserving 
power, 447, 448. 

Gospels, early writings of, 230 seq. 


H. 


Hades, 478 seq. 

Heaven, 470 seq., 477 seq. 

Herod Antipas, 292; reproved by 
Jesus, 434 seq. 

Hindrances to spiritual life, 358. 

Holy Spirit, The, blasphemy against, 
415 seq.; to be given to the disci- 
ples, 584 seq. 

Humility taught, 371 seq., 442, 487, © 
503 seq., 544. 

Hypocrisy denounced, 414 seq. 


iP 
Infant faith, 246. 


J. 


Jerusalem, Christ’s last journey to, 
372 seq., 378 seq.; bewailed, 436 
seq.; destruction of the city and 
temple of, 528 seq. 

Jews, their restoration, 437, 489. 

John the Baptist, 236 seq.; his mirac- 
ulous birth, 244, 258 seq., 250 ; his 
circumcision and naming, 250 seq.; 
his growth, 255 seq.; his preaching 
and baptism, 294 seq., 347; impris- 
oned by Herod, 297; baptizes 
Christ, 297 seq.; sends messengers 
to Christ, 347 seq., 353. 

Jonah as a sign, 403. 

Joseph, the husband of Mary, 
Bethlehem, 271. 

Joy in God’s kingdom, 388. 

Judas Iscariot, 538 seq.; judged by 
Christ, 543 ; betrays Christ, 652, 


at 


L. 


Lawyer, The, and Christ, 389 seq. 

Law, The, its continual obligation, 
473 seq., 483. 

Lazarus and Dives, 476, 

Life, The true theory of, 416 seq. 

Lord’s. Prayer, The, 399 seq., 410. 

Lord’s Supper, The, instituted, 540 
seq., 556 ; its doctrine, 541 seq., 580. 

Love and forgiveness, 351 seq., 486 
seq. 

Love to mankind, 336 seq., 391 seq., 
326. 

Luke, his birth and life, 217 seq.; his 
death, 218; his relation to Paul, 
220, 226; as a historian, 257; his 
accuracy of-statement, 287 seq. 

Luke, The Gospel of, its origin, 218 
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seq., 225 seq., 256; its relation to 
Mark, 220 ; its occasion and object, 
221 seq.; its time of composition, 
223, 226 seq., 256 seq.; its place of 
composition, 224; its genuineness 
and integrity, 224 seq. 

Lysanias, 292 seq. 


M. 


Magnificat, The, 247, 260. 

Mammon, its meaning, 460 seq., 468 
seq., 481. 

Marriage in Heaven, 522 seq. 

Martha and Mary, 393 seq., 396 seq. 

Mary, the Virgin, 240; her annuncia- 
tion, 240 seq., 243 seq. ; her virgin- 
ity, 241 ; visits Elizabeth, 245 seq., 
249 seq., 259 ; prophecies, 247 seq. ; 
goes to Bethlehem, 271 seq.; is pu- 
rified, 277 seq.; resides at Nazareth, 
282 seq., 289 seq.; visits Jerusalem, 
283 seq. 

Master and servant, 487 seq. 

Messengers from the Baptist, 347 seq., 
353. 

Messianic Kingdom, The, 241; its 
advent, 295, 309 seq., 423 seq., 490 
seq., 515 ; devotion to, 377; exclu- 
sion from, 432 seq. 

Millennial Kingdom, The, 443 ; its fut- 
ure advent, 490 seq., 496 seq. 

Mina, The, value of, 513. 

Miracles of Christ, The : Expelling an 
unclean Spirit, 313 ; Curing Peter’s 
wife’s mother, 314 ; the Miraculous 
Draught of Fishes, 318 seq., 323 
seq. ; Cleansing of the Leper, 320, 
324; Healing one sick with the Pal- 
sy, 321 ; Curing the man with the 
withered Hand, 331; Healing the 
Centurion’s Servant, 344 seq. ; Rais- 
ing the Young Man at Nain, 345 
seq.; Rebukes the Wind and the 
Sea, 360 ; Expels the Devils of Ga- 
dara, 360 seq. ; Healing a Woman 
with a bloody Issue, 361; Raising 
Jairus’ daughter from the Dead, 
361; Feeding of the 5000, 366 seq.; 
Expelling an unclean Spirit, 370 
seq. ; Casting out a Dumb Devil, 
401 seq., 410 seq.; Healing the In- 
firm Woman, 430 seq.; of the 
Man with Dropsy, 441 ; Healing of 
the Ten Lepers, 488 seq., 495 seq. ; 
Healing the Blind Man at Jericho, 
505, 507; Healing the Servant’s 
Far, 552 seq. 

Mount of Olives, 515, 


N. 
Nain, 345. 
Nazareth, 282, 289. 


O 


Offences, and how avoided, 485 seq., 


490. 
Lee 


Parables of Christ, The: the Bride- 


groom and his Friends, 322; the 
New Patch on the Old Garment, 
322, 324 ; the New Wine into old 
Bottles, 322, 325; the Blind lead- 
ing the Blind, 339 ; the House built 
upon a Rock, 339 seq. ; the Chil- 
dren in the Market-Place, 348 ; the 
Two Debtors, 350, 354 ; the Sower, 
357 seq.; the Candle, 359 ; the good 
Samaritan, 391 seq., 396; the Im- 
portunate Petitioner, 399 seq. ; the 
Candle under a Bushel, 403 seq. ; 
the Light of the Eye, 403 seq. ; the 
Rich Fool, 416 seq.; the Absent 
Lord, 419 seq. ; the Fruitless Fig-tree, 
429 seq.; the Mustard Seed, 431, 438 ; 
the Leaven, 431, 438 ; the Great Sup- 
per, 444 seq.,448 ; the Lost Sheep, 
450 seq.; thePiece of Silver, 451 ; the 
Prodigal Son, 451 seq., 456 ; the Un- 
just Steward, 459 seq., 481; the Rich 
Man and Lazarus, 475 seq., 483 ; 
the Importunate Widow, 499 seq., 
506 ; the Pharisee and the Publican, 
503 seq. ; the Pounds, 512 seq. ; 
the Wicked Husbandman, 520 seq., 
524. 


Paradise, 477 seq., 523. 
Parousia, The, 419, 470 seq., 490 seq., 


496 seq., 512 seq., 531 seq., 535, 566, 
587. 


Penitent Thief, The, on the cross, 566 


seq. 


Peter, his denial predicted, 545 seq., 


556; denies Christ, 554, 557; at 
the Sepulchre, 574 seq. 


Pharisees, The, denounced by Christ, 


404 seq., 411 seq., 473. 


Pilate, 292; and the Galileans, 428 


seq.; and Christ, 562 seq., 569. 


Poor, The, provided for, 443, 445. 
Prayer, answered, 236 seq., 399; in 


retiracy, 332; taught by Christ, 499 
seq. ; perseverance in, 400, 499 ; for 
faith, 486 seq. ; sincere and hypo- 
critical, 503 seq. 


Priesthood, The, classes of, 234 seq., 


258 ; their stay in the sanctuary, 
238 seq. 


Prophecy, fulfilled, 295, 309 seq., 583 


seq., 591. 


Providence of God, The, 418. 
Prudence, worldly, 460 seq., 481. 
Punishment for unfaithfulness, 421 


seq., 471 seq., 479 seq.; method of 
the divine, 428, 500 seq. 


598 TOPICAL 


Purification, outward and inward, 405 
seq. ; future, 515. ‘ 


Quirenius, governor of Syria, 265 seq., 
287 seq. 


R. 


Raising from the dead, 346 seq. 

Rank and authority, 544 seq. 

Recompense for fidelity, 419 seq., 
471 seq., 479. 

Repentance, 451 seq., 480. 

Restitution, 510. 

Resurrection, The double, 
Christ, 573 seq. 

Riches and their use, 460 seq., 481 
seq. 

igbteotaness, legal, 451 seq. 


443; of 


Ss. 

Sabbath-day, The, teaching on, 308, 
313, 331 ; healing on, 313, 331, 430 
seq. 441; Christ's doctrine of, 330 
seq.; its observance, 569. 

Salt as a symbol, 447 seq. 

Salvation, its seriousness, 432. 

Sarepta, The widow of, 312. 

Satan and his power, 387; and Judas 
Iscariot, 538 seq. 

Scriptures, The, manner of reading, 
308. 

Self-denial practised, 446. 

Self-righteousness condemned, 503 


seq. 
Sermon on the Mount, The, 333 seq., 
340 seq. . 


Seventy, The Mission of the, 382 seq., 
395 ; their return, 386 seq. 

Sex and immortality, 522 seq. 

Shepherds, The, at Bethlehem, 273 ; 


INDEX. 


their visit to the Christ-child, 275 
seq. 

Simeon, 278 seq.; his Messianic deliv- 
erance, 279. 

Sin and misery, 452 seq. 

Soldiers coming to the Baptist, 296. 

Stewardship on earth, 460 seq., 481 
seq. 


au 


Talent, value of a, 513. 

Temptation of Christ, The, 306 seq. 

Theophilus, 221 seq. 

Tiberius Cesar, 292. 

Transfiguration of Christ, The, 369 
seq. 

Tribute paying, 521. 


W. 


Watchfulness commended, 419 seq.; 
enjoined, 533. 

Widow’s mite, The, 527. 

Wisdom of God, The, 408 seq. 

Woes of Christ, The, 335 seq., 342 ; on 
the Galilean cities, 385 seq.; upon 
Pharisees and lawyers, 406 seq. 

Women at the Sepulchre, The, 573 
seq. 


Y. 
Year, The, 299 seq., 303 seq. 


Tis 


Zacharias, 234 seq., 258; his prayer 
heard, 286 seq.; asking for and re- 
ceiving a sign, 238, 258 seq.; at the 
circumcision of John, 251 seq.; 
prophecies concerning John, 254. 

Zacchaeus, 509 seq., 517. 

Zeal, intemperate, 375 seq.; lawful 
and unlawful, 445. 
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